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PREFACE. 

The work which is now offered to the public, in the form 
of a separate yolume, made its first appearance in the 
pages of '' The True Catholic ;" and has assumed its pre- 
sent shape in consequence of the recommendations of 
many persons, who had perused it in that work. 
The attention of the writer was called to the subject, 
about the time that he consented to be one of the Editors 
of the Periodical just named, by a very crude and ignor- 
ant attack on the orders of the Church from an ultra- 
Protestant quarter. Having been induced to reply to 
that attack, through the columns of a dissenting paper ; 
he was led to think on the subject, and came to the 
conclusion that he would be usefully employed in bring- 
ing, in his editorial capacity, before the Church and the 
public, the evidence bearing on the question of the vali- 
dity of the English ordinations. He had then never seen 
the wcNrk of Bishop Kenrick, to which the following 
pages are an answer ; but it having been mentioned to 
him by a friend, he procured it as a means of putting 
himself in possession of the last Romanist views on the 
subject. He found it a convenient starting point, and 
bond of connexion for his remarks ; which soon assumed 
the character of a formal reply to its positions. 

It has answered the designed purpose, perhaps better 
than any other book which could have been selected, — 
partly because it was an American publication. But the 
present writer is aware that an answer to it is not an 
loiswer to all that has been written upon the same side. 

I* 
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This arises from the fact, that Bishop Kenrick has found 
it convenient, in two important particulars, to desert the 
line of argument maintained by> it is believed, all his 
predecessors on the Romish side of this controversy. 
The original policy of the Romanists, was to deny every 
thing, and require proof of every thing. This, as is well 
known to those persons who are accustomed to the de- 
fence of accused criminals or of doubtful titles, is the 
safest course for the defendant, and the most embarrass- 
ing to the plaintiff or accuser. The Romanists were 
in truth the plaintiffs and accusers ; they charged the 
Anglican bishops with having usurped the sees which 
they occupied, and with intruding themselves into offices 
in God's Church without a legitimate call. But with 
great adroitness they assumed the position of defendants, 
— ^they denied the title of the Anglican bishops, and 
called on them to prove it. 

This proceeding was contrary to all the principlies 
of law and of logic ; but it was nevertheless adopt- 
ed, — and the rule of requiring proof of every thing 
being adopted and uniformly acted- upon, it became im- 
possible for the Anglicans to prove any thing. The 
veriest novice in argument knows, that unless some prin- 
ciples and facts are admitted, no question whatever can 
ever be decided, and every discussion will become intOF- 
minable. The gentlemen to whom we have alluded as 
accustomed to the defence of doubtful titles, labor under 
the disadvantage of being obliged to defend them before 
persons, who understand the subject as well as them- 
selves; and who will compel them to treat certain things 
as settled, and to accept certain facts as true, until they can 
disprove them. The assailants of Parker's consecration 
bad the advantage of not acting before such 9r tribunal,. 
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but before the public at large, who, as a mass, were, are, 
and always will be, ignorant of the true laws of disputa- 
tion. 

In a court of justice every witness is presumed to speak 
truth, until it is in some way shewn, either that he is 
mistaken, corrupt in the particular matter, or so corrupt 
in general, as to be unworthy of credit. A lawyer 
would be laughed at, who should content himself with 
saying, that every witness who testified against his client 
lied, and requiring further proof that he told the truth ; and 
should then treat the new witness in precisely the same 
manner. So also every public document, which comes 
from the proper custody, is taken by courts of justice to be 
genuine, until suspicious circumstances are pointed out, 
— and no advocate would be allowed to assert, that docu- 
ments after documents were forged, and require proof that 
they were not. Yet this is precisely what the Romish con- 
troversialists have done, until their cause really sunk un- 
der their own artifice. The advocates of Anglican Or- 
dinations, strong in the truth and justice of theii: cause, 
have gone on gratifying their opponents' never ceasing 
demand for new evidence, until they have produced a 
body of documents so large, that the forgery of them all 
would be an impossibility, and so consistent, that unless 
they are all taken to be forgeries, the case must be 
regai'ded as proved. 

Bishop Kenrick was acute enough to see the difficul- 
ties of the position into which his friends were thus 
forced. The absurdity of maintaining that the whole of 
the public records of the EngUsh nation are unworthy 
of credit, that there is no truth in English history, nor 
any documents out of which a true history of England 
can be constructed, is too glaring for a man of his intel- 
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ligence. But having, for whatever reascm, determined 
to publish an attack on the succession of the Anglican 
Churches ; he was not long in finding, or fancying that 
he had found, the means of distiBguishing among the 
several documents which had been produced in the con- 
troversy, so as, without destroying the materials of Eng- 
lish history, to enable him to assail the consecrations of 
Parker and Barlow. His notable discovery about the 
test of authenticity furnished by the words, " Ter breve 
de privato si^h" and " Per ipsam Reginam^* has been, 
it is believed, sufficiently treated of in the body of thia 
work, and shewn to be utterly groundless. Could it have 
been sustained, it would doubtless have rendered him 
valuable service. As it is, he has, without any equiva- 
lent for the purposes of his argument, lost the benefit of 
the impregnable position of his predecessors — ^impreg- 
nable, that is without a resort to sounder principles of dis- 
cussion than they were willing to admit, — and not only 
this, but the documents which he has been compelled to 
receive as authentic, embarrass his argument at every 
turn. Nothing can be more fatal to a case resting upon 
falsehood, than to be brought into contact with any 
portion of indisputable truth. Hence it will be seen that 
the work before us is not an answer to Mr. Kenrick's 
predecessors, since he admits premises which they deny, 
•x^and in order to answer them, those premises must be 
proved. Our present object is to indicate, for it is not 
necessary to do more, the answer to those predecessors. 
That answer b just this \ that the fi>rgery of such a 
body of documents as have been produced on the Angli- 
can side of this controversy,^-and a part only of which ar^^ 
colleeted in the appendix which we have borrowed for 
the use of our work,-— is an impossibility. The documeata 
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exist in the archives of the English nation ; with respect 
to some of the most important, this has been distinctly 
admitted, — with respect to none is it formally denied. 
The allegation is that they have been interpolated. 
Now this is a mere impossibility. Many of the docu- 
ments bear upon the controversy only indirectly and 
incidentally, in such a mode that no man would have 
ever thought of forging them,<«-and they are, therefore, 
above all suspicion. Such are Nos. xiv. xv. xvi. xxvii. 
xxviii. and others in the appendix. Yet if these docu- 
ments be genuine, it is impossible that the others should be 
forgeries v because it is impossible that the facts stated in 
them should be untrue. - But besides this, the mere mass 
of documents is such, that they could not have been inter- 
polated without throwing all the records into a state 
which would betray the forgery to every inspector. 
They could not then have been interpolated after their 
alleged dates ; at the time, it was just as easy to do the 
acts recorded, as to forge a fictitious history of them. 
This we conceive to be the true answer to the old school 
of Romish controversialists upon this point. 

The other particular in which our Right Reverend 
author has departed from the course heretofore pursued 
by Romanist writers, is the question, whether the ordi- 
nal of Edward YI. was legally in force, had a parliamen- 
tary sanction, at the tinoe of the consecration of Parker. 
It is not easy to imagine a more barren and unprofitable 
question than this. How any man calling himself Catho- 
lic can attach any importance to it is inconceivable, — if 
the parliament of England had seen fit to enact that it 
should be high treason to consecrate a bishop by the or- 
dinal of Edward the YL or by the Roman Pontifical, 
it could qot have affected the validity of (he consecration 
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in either case. If the ordinal of Edward VI. directs th© 
consecration to be perfomied in a manner which includes 
sufficient matter and form, a person consecrated by il 
would be validly, although irregularly consecrated, al- 
though the use of that ordinal had been prohibited by a 
canon of the Church, — but an act of parliament could 
not even make the consecration irregular. Still the Ro- 
manists in Elizabeth's time, not having heard of the 
Nag's-head fable, which their successors in the next cen- 
tury invented, were driven to avail themselves of the 
wretched Erastian, nay ultra Erastian, argument, that 
the English bishops were no bishops, because conse- 
crated by a form which bad not the authority of parlia- 
ment. We confess that we are inclined to believe, that 
the fact was so, and that the ordinal of Edward VI. was 
not a part of the parliamentary law of England, between 
the first year of the reign of Mary and the eighth of that 
of Elizabeth. The Romanists, however inconsistently 
with their professed principles, condescended to maintain 
that in consequence of that fact, the Anglican bishops 
were no bishops. 

The true answer would have been, that the major of 
the syllogism was false, that the assent of parliament 
was not necessary to the consecration of a bishop. Ano- 
the answer might have been given, which, as the law 
was then understood, perhaps we might say, as the law 
then stood, would have been sufficient. That is, that the 
queen had legalised the consecration by virtue of her dis- 
pensing power. But the Anglican controversialists did 
not choose to give either answer. The first clashed with 
the Erastian views with which too many of them, as welL 
as of their successors, were unhappily tinctured, and 
might also have given offence to the government 
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Besides, it would have been an insufficient answer, as 
hr as the temporal power and revenue of the bishops 
were concerned,. and they were not disposed to abandon 
any thing. Why the other answer was not given is not 
so obvious, — ^perhaps for fear of being assailed as queen- 
made bishops. But for whatever reasons, it seems to 
have been determined not to urge either of those an- 
swers to the Romanist cavil $ and no alternative was left, 
except to maintain that the ordinal had been re-enacted 
by the general words of the statute of the first of Eliza- 
beth, which re-established the Prayer Book* 

They thus contended with the Romanists at a decided 
disadvantage, and when the imprudent bigotry of Home 
threw the question into the court of Queen's Bench, 
where the word " bishop," meant a bishop acknowledged 
by the law of the land, they were very reasonably advised 
not to risk the point. The statute of 8 £liz. ch. 2, was 
passed to heal these defects for the future^ and a clause in* 
trod need, which prevented the question from being again 
raised by any retrospective proceeding. The Romanists, 
who up to this time had assailed the Anglicans as no bish- 
ops, for want of parliamentary authority, now, with re- 
markable inconsistency, assailed them as parliamentary 
bishops ; forgetting that what parliament could refuse, par- 
liament could give. Bishop Kenrick saw this inconsist- 
ency, and with more ingenuity than ingenuousness, decid- 
ed on attempting to shew that the act was designed to re- 
move something more than the legal defect, nay, to use it 
as an argument for the truth of the Nag's-head fable. It 
is true, that lict itself professed to operate only on con- 
secrations and ordinations performed according to the 
ordinal of Edward VI. which is declared to have been 
in force by virtue of the act of Ist Eliz., whether truly 
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or not, the legal omnipotence of pailiament rendered le- 
gally immaterial. It ia true, too, that the ILomish contro^ 
Tersialists, up to that time, had been constantly uiging the 
defect, and that the question was, to say the least, a doubt- 
ful one. But still it would be very convenient far the Ro- 
manists to represent the act as declaring consecradons ec- 
clesiastically valid, which were void upon Catholic princi- 
ples. Our author therefore sets himself, — ^in the face of 
the words of the act, and of the arguments of his predeces- 
sors, — to prove that the statute could not have meant what 
its plain words contained ; because the ordinal of Edward 
VI. was unquestionably re-enacted in the first of Eliza- 
beth. This position involves our author in some diffi- 
culties and inconsistencies ; but still it varies so much 
from that taken by other Romanists, that on account of 
it, as well as of the admission of the genuineness of a 
large class of documents, which they denounce as forge- 
ries, an answer to him is not an answer to them. For 
this reason we have thought it desirable to introduce into 
this preface, a brief explanation of the differences which 
exist between Bishop Kenrick and other Romish writ- 
ers, necessarily involving a very strong indication of the 
true answers to both views, and thus renderiDg our work 
as complete an exhibition of the true view of the whole 
subject, as our limits, information, and capacity will 
admit. 

While we were preparing this edition for the press, 
we were so happy as to obtain access to two important 
works bearing upon its subject. The new translation of 
Gourayer's " Defence of the Anglican Ordinations," and 
the new edition of the third volume of Bramhall's works^ 
containing the work entitled ** X^e Consecration of Pro- 
testant Bishops Vindicated and the Fable of the Nag's- 
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bead refuted." The use which we have made of these 
works, particularly of the latter, has added something to 
our labors, and not a little to the value of the volume 
which we now offer to our readers. We have not felt 
at liberty to alter the quotations which we had made 
from the old translation of Courayer, because that trans- 
lation had been used by Bishop Kenrick as well as by 
ourselves ; but we have, we believe, in every instance 
given a reference to the same passage in the new vol- 
ume, which we have no doubt will soon be much more 
accessible in this countrv than the old. To Mr. Had- 
dan, the editor of Bramhall, we have much deeper obli- 
gations. We have occasionally taken a note from the 
text of Bramhall himself, for the purpose of supporting 
our reasonings by the coincidence of his, or of establishing 
a fact which he derived from public documents, which 
he cited, and to which we had not access. In the same 
spirit we have drawn largely on the notes which Mr. 
Haddan, with industry and patience with which we 
cannot pretend to compare our own, and with facilities 
of access to books and papers for which we could not 
hope, has prepared for the work. In exchange for this in- 
valuable benefit, we can only tender him the thanks of 
an humble laborer in the same cause, valueless in them- 
selves, and not likely ever to come to his knowledge. 

As there has been hitherto in this country no conve- 
nient access to any collection of the documents bearing 
on the questions discussed in this volume, the liberty 
has been taken of re-printing entire the Appendix to 
Dr. Elrington's work in answer to Gandolphy, which is 
so often cited in its pages. It contains the fullest and 
best collection of those documents of any one work 
which we have yet seen. 
2 
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It has been suggested^ tbat the course pursued both 
in the body of the work and in the notes now appended 
to it, of speaking of Bishop Kenrick without the title of 
his Ecclesiastical rank, may perhaps be understood as a 
want of courtesy, or a denial of his right to that rank. 
Nothing more was intended, than to use the only style to 
which the title-page of his book laid claim. The same 
course was pursued with respect to the Protestant Dr. 
Elrington, who died a bishop. We, however, choose in 
this place to disavow any uncourteous intention. 

It has long been well known in this part of the coun- 
try, who is the author of these Essays, and in fact it was 
never desired to be kept a secret, although the usages of 
periodical literature, and the natural dislike of a profes- 
sional man to be conspicuous in a matter not very inti- 
mately connected with his profession, have hitherto pre- 
vented a formal avowal. But after considering the sub- 
ject, the writer has determined on concluding the Pre- 
face with his usual signature. 

Hugh Davey Evans. 

Baltimore, August 28, 1844. 



ES&AYS 

TO PROVX TBI TALIOITT OF 

ANGLICAN ORDINATIONS. 

ESSAY I. 

PRELIMINARY REMARKS. 

The alleged defects in the consecration of Archbishop Par- 
ker, one of the most important links in the chain which con- 
nects the Anglican succession with the Apostles, are now 
frequently spoken of in this country. The Dissenters feel 
that the want of the Apostolic succession is, to say the least, 
a defect in their system, and are glad to catch at any thing 
which they hope may tend to reduce the Church, in that re- 
spect, to their level. The Romanists on ihe other hand are 
equally willing, amidst the reviving love of Catholicity, which 
surrounds us, to appropriate exclusively to themselves that 
succession which is one of its tests. Both parties have there- 
fore shown an inclination to revive the antiquated fables 
about Parker^s consecration. The work, the title of which 
we have placed in the margin,' was in consequence, published 
a year or two ago by a distinguished divine of the Romish 
communion, who we believe has since been elevated to her 
episcopate. It is the only American work on the subject as 
far as we know, and we believe the latest published in any 
country. It cannot be denied to be sufficiently plausible to 
require some notice. In the meantime our people have gene- 
rally no access to the valuable works, which have triumph- 
antly established both the fact and the. validity of the conse- 
cration, or indeed to any thing, on our side of the question, 
more important than a few newspaper articles. Of these, 

'The Validity of the Anglican Ordinations examined, or a Review of 
certain facts regarding the consecration of Matthew Parker, Brst Pro- 
testant Archbishop of Canterbury: By the Veiy Reverend Peter Richard 
Kenrick, V. G.— Phil, 1841, 12mo. pp. 5{2?. 
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the candid letter of Dr. Lingard, the Romish historian of 
England, which has been occasionally re-published, is among 
the most valuable. 

Under these circumstances, we propose to devote a few 
essays to the discussion of the interesting questions, which 
arise in connexion with this matter. These questions are 
thus fairly enough stated by Mr. Kenrick, although of course 
in the language of his own sect. 

" Matthew Parker was chosen to be the fii»t Protestant Archbishop 
of Canterbury. It is not pretended that he was consecrated by any of 
the [Ronian] Catholic Bishops. According to the advocates of Angli- 
can orders, he received Episcopal consecration from Barlow, who had 
been made Bishop by Henry. VIII. and who, on that occasion, is said to 
have used the form of ordination known as King Edward's form, in 
whose reign it had been devised. 

" With regard to this important fact these are three questions, all of 
which must be satisfactorily answered in the affirmative, before those 
who trace their ordeas to Matthew Parker, can conclude that they are 
validly ordained. First, Was Parker really consecrated by Barlow, in 
the manner described? Second, Was Barlow himself consecrated? 
Third, Was King Edward's form a valid form?" 

" If these three questions can be satisfactorily answered, then the or- 
dinations of the English Church are valid ; its Bishops have the same 
Episcopal character with the [Roman] Catholic Bishops ; its ministers 
are priests equally with those who minister at [Roman] Catholic altars ; 
in a word, the ecclesiastical hierarchy has^ been preserved in the English 
Church."— p. 21. 

These questions then we are about to answer ; but before 
we proceed to do so, we shall make some prelimiiaary re- 
marks upon some of the opening chapters of Mr. Kenrick's 
book. Firstly, upon the extraordinary canons, which he 
has thought fit to lay down, as **the principles followed in 
examining the account of Parker's consecration." Secondly, 
upon the probability of sueh a rite having been performed ; 
by way of answer to the prejudice which he has endeavored 
to raise against the fact, from certain errors which he alleges 
were held by the Anglican Reformers. Having disposed of 
these preliminary matters, we shall proceed, Firstly, to es- 
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tablish the fact of the consecration of Dr. Parke r. Secondly, 
to refute the fable of the Nag^head ordination. Thirdly, 
to vindicate the Episcopal character of Bishop Barlow.^ 
Fourthly, to establish the validity of King Edward's ordinal. 
The first of Mr. Kenrick*s principles of examination he 
states thus : 

'' With regard to the royal commissioDs, which are the most importan^ 
documents we have to examine. I consider as a certain test of autben- 
ticity, the words 'Per breyede privato sigillo'— ^' By warrant under the 
privy seal,') or 'per ipsum Regem/ or ' Fcripsam Reginam/ (' By the 
King himself/ or ' by the Queeii herself/) — appended to them in the col- 
lection of public documents, known as the Federa of Rymer. To under- 
stand the nature and force of this test, it must be observed, that Rymer, 

^ We have adopted the line of argument marked out for us by our 
author, but in truth the consecration of Barlow is utterly unimportant, 
as he was not the sole, or even piincipal, consecrator of Parker,— -who 
was consecrated equally by all four of the prelates present, a fact which 
escaped our notice until we met with it in the new edition of BramhaU. 
That writer mentions the fact several times, and is fully borne out by the 
document No. xii. in our Appendix. We annex die remaiks of Mr. 
Haddan, the editor of the Anglo-Catholic edition of Bramlmll. 

" It appears by the register, that Barlow presided at Parker's oonte- 
cration ; i. e. Parker was presented to him by the other bishops, and the 
usual interrogations were addressed to Parker by him, while all the four 
bishops together, joined in the imposition of hands, in the use of the 
form of words, and in the delivery of the Bible, i. e. in the consecration 
itself, — the position occupied by Barlow, therefore, does not answer to 
that of the consecrating bishop, (as it is termed,) who was usually ei- 
ther the metropolitan himself, or one commissioned by him; for the lat- 
ter (according to the canon of the fourth Council of Carthage, and ac- 
cording to our ordinal, both King Edward's and the present form,) pro- 
nounces the words of consecration alone, the ' assistent' bishops joining 
in the imposition of hands, — (in the words, however, also, according to 
the Roman ordinal, although in a lower tone,)-— whereas here in conse- 
crating the metropolitan himself, all joined throughout and equally. It fol- 
lows, then, upon every theory, that the absence of Barlow's consecration, 
if it were so, would not invalidate that of Parker." — BramhalVg Works, 
new edition^ vol. in. p. 136, note 7. 
2* 
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when he set aboctt making his collections, found that his materials,— -the 
public records, — consisted of two sorts ; those which had the seal, public 
or private, of the power from which such documents emanated, and 
those which had no attestation of their, genuine character. These latter 
appeared to be royal acts ». but h^d nothing, to aulhenticafe them ; and 
they would not be received as evidence in a court of justice, on account 
of this defect. Now Rjrmer has inserted all the documents he found;, 
but has, at the same time, given his readers the same clUeto guide them 
in their judgment of the character of each, that he himself had. He 
marked those which had the royal seal, or other unquestionable sign of 
being a royal act, by these Or siniilar wordft : * Per breve de private si- 
gillo/ or ' Per ipsam Reginam;*^ while he inserted the rest without any 
such mark of their authenticity, leaving it thereby to be understood, that 
diey were documents which were not authenticated by the royal seat; 
Whatever royal acts wexe found, in Rymer, marked either ' Per brsve 
de privato sigillo/ or * Per ipsum Regem,* — I have admitted as genur 
ioe : whatever other documents were foupd in his collection, which pur^ 
port to be royal acts, but have not this warrant of their authenticity, I 
have rejected as. spurious ; at least, I have not adpai^ted them as evi- 
dence, especially when they ^re, as is sometimes the case, contradicted 
by other acts, the authenticity of which is updeniable."— ^2^.. 63, 64. 

The reader will observe that this rule or principle rest^ 
entirely upon the assertion of Mr. Kenrick ; jet it is a main 
pillar, if not the main pillar of his argument. He continually 
refers to it and repeats it, wit^ a calnmess and confidence 
which must effectually prevent an uninfbrmed reader from 
suspecting that it is merely a convenient conjecture, A con- 
jecture not merely unfounded, but opposed to all the evidence 
on the subject. In the first place, the magic words, ** Per 
hreve de privato sigillo" or ** Per ipsum Regem^"'^ — are no 

^ In addition to what id said in the text, we have now the direct autho-. 
rity of the learned antiquai^^. Sir F. Palgrave, now the official keeper of 
these records. *' With reference to these documents," says Mr. Had- 
dan, " I am assured upon the highest authority, Sir Francis Falgrave's, 
that the circumstance of the words ' Per ipsam Reginamj &c. being 
added or not to a document, as entered upon the rolls, (a point upon 
which half of Mr. Kenrick's arguments are built,) is a ' mere matter of 
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where printed as the remarks of Rymer, but as, what tbey 
are, memoranda annexed to the records themselves. Again, 
the granmiatical meaning of the words, as truly translated 
by Mr. Kenrick himself, is nothing like the meaning which 
he desires to extract from them. " By warrant under the 
privy seal," does not mean, on its bare face, that the docu- 
ment to which the phrase is appended, has itself received the 
privy seal; its natural meaning is that the document has been 
authorised by another writ under the privy seal, and this we 
shall presently see is also its legal import. Still less, does 
*"* By the King himself," in the ordinary use of language^ 
connect itself with a seal of any sort. But farther, the only 
seal spoken of in either of these phrases, is the ** privy seal," 
which is not the appropriate seal for the documents which 
are under discussion. A vast majority of them are commis- 
sions, or whatever else they may be called, from the crown, 
authorising the confirmation and consecration of bishops.*' 
Mr. Kenrick, in another part of his book, undertakes to as- 
sert as boldly as if he had information on the subject, that 
these coounissions are under the privy seal. *^ Such com? 
missions," says he, *^as that of the 6th December," the com- 
mission for the consecration of Parker, ^' are never under the 
great seal of England, but have generally the King's or 
Queen^s privy seal attached to them." — y, 132. Now by the 
law or statute of 25 Henry VIII. ch.^xx. | 5, ** such conunis? 
sions" are expressly required to be ** by letters patent under 
the great seal," Lastly, the true legal meaning is perfectly 
settled, and. we shall now givQ it, in the words of JudgQ 
Blackstone : 

official form, which makes no manner of difference in the validity of tha 
document,* and. consequently is no evidence for or against its genuine- 
ness.'' — Note p. to Haddari'g Preface to " Cotuecration" ^c. in 
Bramhally new edit. vol. Hi. 3d leaf of the Preface, which is not paged 
^ Such an instrument is usually called a significavit. 
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" The kitig^B grants are also matter of pubHc record. For, as St. 
Germyn says,^ the king's excellency is so high in the law, that no free- 
hold may be given to the king, nor derived from him, but by matter of 
record. And to this end a variety of offices are erected, communicating 
in a regular subordination one vsrith another, through which all the king's 
grants must pass, and be transcribed, and enrolled ; that the same may 
be narrowly inspected by his officers, who will inform him if any diing 
contained therein is improper, or unlawful to be granted. These 
grants, whether of lands, honors, liberties, franchises, or aught besides, 
are contained in charters, or letters patent, that is, open letters, Utem 
patentes : so called because they are not sealed up, but exposed to open 
view, with the great seal pendant at the bottom ; and are usually directed 
or addressed by the king to all his subjects at large. And therein they 
differ from certain other letters of the king, sealed also with his great 
seal, but directed to particular persons, and for particular purposes : 
which, therefore, not being proper for public inspection, are closed up 
and sealed on the outside, and thereupon called writs closCj literts 
clausa ; and are recorded in the close-rolhj in the same manner as the 
others are in the patent-rolls. 

" Grants or letters patent must first pass by hill : which is prepared 
by the attorney and solicitor general, in consequence of a warrant from 
the crown ; and is then signed, that is, superscribed at the top, with the 
king's own sign manual^ and sealed with his privy signet, which is al- 
ways in the custody of the principal secretary of state ; and then some- 
times it immediately passes under the great seal, in which case the pa- 
tent is subscribed in these words, ' per ipsum Regem, by the king him- 
self. ''^ Otherwise the course is to carry an extract of the bill to the 
keeper of the privy seal, who makes out a writ or warrant thereupon 
to the chancery ; so that the sign manual is the warrant to the privy seal, 
and the privy seal is the warrant to the great seal : and in this last case, 
the patent is subscribed * per breve de private sigiUo, by writ of privy 
?eal.' "8 — Blackstone's Com. vol. ii. p. 346. 

The same law is to be found in the Prince's case, in 
Coke's Reports, part viii. page 36, where it is spoken of as 
the ancient law of England. So much for Mr. Kenrick's 
** certain test of authenticity." It is no test of authenticity 
at all, but a mere memorandum, referring to the authority 

* Dr. & Stud, b, 1. d. 8. ^ 9 Rep. 18. sjbid. 2. Inst. 555. 



PREUMINART REMARKS. 21 

vnder which the great seal had been affixed to the document. 
A memorandum which will be found to be omitted in per- 
haps the majority of cases, including sonne which Mr. Ken- 
rick himself would not suspect of forgery. The letters pat- 
ent of Mary for restoring the temporalities of Bath and 
Wells, to Bourne, the Romish successor of Barlow, have X 
neither clause. 

Yet Mr. Kenrick asserts that without these words, the 
records would not be received as evidence in a court of jus- 
tice. For this principle of English law he cites no autho- 
rity ; we are to receive it upon the mere assertion of an Amer- 
ican clergyman. Undoubtedly a document found floating at 
large, purporting to be a royal act without a royal seal, 
would not be received as evidence. But seals are affixed to 
the documents which are issued to the world, not to the 
transcripts of those documents which remain in the record 
offices. Rymer's records are of the last description— they 
are extracted from the rolls preserved in the proper offices 
from which the documents issued. The evidence of the 
genuineness of such records is the place where they are kept 
and found. The records of the great seal prove that the 
documents there recorded, are transcripts of those to which 
the great seal has been affixed. And by law, a copy from 
those records, certified to be a true copy under the seal, is 
equal in authority to the original. Coke's Reports^ part r. pp. 
63, Sfc, — Page's case. Our readers will readily perceive how 
reasonable this is, if they will consider the difficulty of in- 
troducing, not merely a word or line, but an entire document, 
into the record books of a public office, in such a manner as 
would not be at once exposed to detection upon the most 
cursory examination. We think every one will agree that 
to do this after a lapse of forty or fifty years, is impossible. 

Yet Mr. Kenrick wishes us to believe that many such 
forgeries have been committed, in the case of documents 
connected with Archbishop Parker's promotion. To induce 
us to do so, he produces an extract from a general pardon. 
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granted to some unnamed person in the first year of James' I. 
In this, among other offences, the king pardons forgeries 
and erasures in the rolls and records. He then says very 
gravely, "if this does not prove the possibility and imply the 
frequency of such crimes, I must confess I know not what 
would," _p. 64. It very clearly proves that some person was 
guilty or suspected of some such crime, for which he pre- 
ferred not to be tried. How it implies the frequency of such 
crimes we cannot see. As to its proving the possibility of 
forgery, nobody doubts the possibility of altering a few 
important words in a record. This would be forgery, but 
if the pardon proves the possibility of such an act, it also 
proves the probability of discovery ; and how does it prove 
the possibility of interpolating whole instruments and many 
of them, and that in such a manner as to elude detection ? 
Still further, how does the fact of one man*s being guilty of 
forgery, prove that other men are guilty of specific forgeries ? 
The document has no proper bearing on the controversy, 
and its production can only be regarded as an unworthy at- 
tempt to excite prejudice. The application of the rule or 
principle upon which we have been remarking, would cer- 
tainly, as Mr. Kenrick remarks, " prevent much perplexing 
discussion,'' p, 66-^that is much discussion perplexing to him 
—by removing a great body of evidence from the controversy. 
But we have shewn it to be unreasonable, and we cannot ad- 
mit it for his convenience. 

Mr. Kenrick states his second principle in the following 
words : 

'' I have taken not only these royal acts, but also other records, and 
extracts from other authors, just as I find them, interpreting them ac- 
cording to the established rules of interpreting ofiicial documents; neither 
supposing errors on the part of those who composed them, nor sup- 
plying supposed defects, nor, by unnatural and forced interpretations, 
endeavoring to find in their words that meaning, and that meaning alone, 
which best accords with niy views. Thus for example, it is an estab- 
lished rule to speak of a clergyman promoted to an Episcopal see, but 
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not jet coiuecratedy as a bishop elect: also when a bishop is translated 
from CDC see to another, usa^ requires that in speaking of him, after 
his translation, and before his canonical installation into the new see, he 
be named in public documents as formerly bishop of N>i now bishop 
elect of M. Hence I infer that when in a public document, there is 
only question of a bishop elect, that this bishop elect was never in pos- 
session of a former see, and therefore must be regarded as not yet con- 
secrated." — jfp. 64 and 65. 

This rule, as far as it is a general rale, is fair enough, but 
before it is applied in any particular case, it will be necessary 
to ascertain what is the established rule of interpreting such 
documents, and not to assume it, as Mr. Kenrick does, in the 
latter part of the paragraph ; and it is also necessary to see 
whether the rule, after it is found to be established, properly 
applies to the case before us. We shall have occasion to 
return to this matter, when we come to the examination of 
the particular cases to meet which this principle was devised. 

The following is his third principle : 

" Ever since the appearance of Mason's work in 1613, in. defence of 
English ordinations, all Protestant writers,— theologians, historians, &c. 
have repeated his assertion that Parker was consecrated at Lambeth, 
and on the 17th December, 1559. I have therefore, rejected all attes- 
tations from authors posterior to the year in which Mason wrote, 1613; 
— 4nd all editions of works printed after that year, in the preceding edi- 
tions of which, if such there were, such evidence is not found, or can 
be now ascertained by credible witnesses not to have been found, when 
these first editions were no longer extant or accessible to me. The 
reason of this rule is obvious ; Protestant writers may have been unduly 
influenced by the authority of Mason — and indeed they have uniformly 
followed in his steps in this controversy, or they may have been influ- 
enced by the interests of their sect : and the publishers of new editions 
of works, first published before the appearance of Mason's defence, may 
have thought themselves justified in supplying what they regarded as a 
serious defect." — -pp. 65, 66. 

This canon is too cleariy one-sided to be entitled to any 
respect. If it be fairly applied, it will discredit all repeaters 
of the Nag's-head story, as well as all writers who speak of 
the Lambeth consecration after Mason. We shall in due 
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time find that this would scarcely suit Mr. Kenrick. Th^ 
rule assumes that the record of the Lambeth consecration id 
forged, and to be found only in Mason. But the Lambeth 
record, whether forged or genuine, is to be found in Parker's 
Register. The question whether it were forged or not, we 
will examine hereafter, but it exists. It therefore, and not 
Mason, may be the authority, from which those who wrote 
after Mason derive their information, or it may be that they 
had access to other, independent sources of knowledge. If 
they are mere repeaters of Mason, of course they add nothing 
to the evidence ; but if there is any reason to believe that 
their testimony is independent, it is none the worse for 
coming after his. The rule was framed for the purpose of 
discrediting the historian Camden : when we come to examine 
his testimony, we shall see how far it can justly apply to 
him. At present, we need only add that the rule rests 
on unfounded and unchristian suspicions which would in- 
validate all human testimony. 

Mr. Kenrick not being entirely willing to allow the fact 
of Dr. Parker's consecration to be tried upon the direct 
evidence, not only invents for the occasion, the three new 
rules of evidence, which we have just taken occasion to 
examine, but commences his book with a dissertation on the 
opinions of the English reformers on the subject of ordina- 
tion, for the purpose of shewing that they were men likely 
to omit the ceremony. Into this dissertation he introduces 
a good deal of extraneous matter, as to the views of the 
continental reformers ; of Burnet, a comparatively modem 
commentator on the articles, (who reflects not the opinions 
of the reformers, but those of the low churchmen and 
latitudinarians of the reign of William III. a century and a 
half after the reformation ;) and even of McCrie, a Scottish 
seceder of our own times. Even with the aid of all this, he 
does not make out a very strong case. 

Still, it cannot be denied that there were some among the 
reformers, as there are men to be found in the Church of 
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England at this day, who hold yeiy lightly by ordination. 
Nor can it be doubted, that for a time, Cranmer sympathised 
with these men. Barlow, who, except as the consecrator of 
Parker, is a very inconsiderable person in the history of the 
Reformation, may, for ought we know, have permanently 
and entirely adopted their opinions. But it is not by the 
opinions of these, or of ahy other particular men, that the 
judgment of the Reformers of the Church of England is to 
be ascertained. That is only to be found in their own 
authentic acts as a church. Of this Mr. Kenrick seems to 
be sensible ; since after having endeavoured to raise a pre- 
judice in favor of his views, by the sort of evidence of which 
we have been speaking, he actually approaches the true 
question, and attempts, by a garbled statement of the articles, 
to produce an impression that the Church of England really 
disregards ordination ! 

But before we consider the articles, we will bestow a few 
moments on two alleged facts which he mentions. The 
first of these in point of time relates to what is called the 
Bishop's Bible, a translation of the Holy Scriptures, put 
forth under the authority of Archbishop Parker and some 
other Bishops. In this translation he asserts that the 22df 
vene of the 14th chapter of the Acts of the Apostles was 
thus translated : ** And when they had ordained elders bt 
ELECTION, in every congregation." If this be true it was a 
grievous error, almost as bad as some conmiitted at Rheims. 
But it could not have been made through dislike to ordina- 
tion ; for any person who will refer to his Bible, will find 
that the ** they" refers to Paul and Barnabas, and the> passage, 
as mistranslated, will mean that the Apostles ordained those 
who were elected to the office of elders, not that the people 
elected elders who did not require ordination. 

The other story upon which our author relies to prove 
that the Reformers did not value ordination, relates to mat- 

''This should be the 23d. 
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ters which occurred fifty-one years after Parker's consecra* 
tion. In 1610 certain Scots, who had received none but 
Presbyterian ordination, came to London to be consecrated 
Bishops for the Church in Scotland. A question arose 
whether they ought not to be first ordained deacons and 
priests. Archbishop Bancroft, who then held the see of Can- 
terbury, but who was a boy of about fifteen, at the time of 
Parker's consecration, was of course called on for an opinion 
on this question. He has frequently been, and by Mr. Ken- 
rick is, represented as maintaining upon the occasion, a doc- 
trine which was inconsistent with all the rest of his life, and 
with the particular transaction about which he was engaged. 
Bancroft was always regarded as a high churchman, and as 
such must have regarded ordination by bishops as necessary, 
at least under ordinary circumstances. He must, as such, at 
least, have held with Hooker, that, " cases of inevitable 
necessity excepted, none may ordain, but only bishops : by 
the imposition of their hands it is, that the Church giveth 
power of order, both unto presbyters and deacons.''^ Al- 
though he may have held with the same great divine, that 
**when the exigence of necessity doth constrain to leave the 
usual ways of the Church, which at present we would wil- 
lingly keep: where the Church must needs have some 
ordained, and neither hath nor can have possibly a bishop to 
ordain ; in case of such necessity, the ordinary institution of 
God, hath given oftentimes and may give place.''^ Consist- 
ently with these opinions of Hooker, he may have held, as 
we know Hooker held, that the Scottish Church laboured 
under such an impossibility of having a bishop to ordain, and 
that therefore her ordinations were valid without one ; but 
this view is very dififerent from that contempt for orders, 
which Mr. Kenrick desires to impute to the Keformers. 
Again^ if Bancroft's opinion be correctly reported by Mr. 
Kenrick, for what purpose did the Scots come to Lon4on, 

e Ecc. Pol. book vii. ch. xiv. $ 11. Keble's Hooker, Oxford, 1841, 
vol. iii. p. 232. ^ Ibid. 231. 
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and why were the English bishops to lay hands upon them ? 
If they were already priests, and priests could ordain as well 
as bishops, why did they not proceed to act as bishops, upon 
the election or appointment which they had already received ? 
But snppose that he held the doctrines above quoted from 
Hooker, and believed, as he very consistently might, that 
although the ordinations by presbyters in Scotland had been 
previously valid ; yet now that the Scottish Church had it in 
her power to obtain Episcopal orders, she was bound to do 
so ; this would account for his concurrence in consecrating 
the Scottish Bishops, without insisting on their re-ordination. 
But is it not clear that upon this theory he must have believed 
that the Church of England had the true succession, the 
power of giving to the Scots better orders than they had 
previously possessed ? If so he believed that Parker had 
been really consecrated, and is a witness against Mr. Ken- 
rick, shewing what was the opinion of those among whom 
he had been brought up-— the divines of the Church of Eng- 
land, who were contemporary with Parker and the bishops 
whom he consecrated.' 

Now according to Courayer, this was Bancroft's doctrine. 
But the main ground of his opinion, that the Scots need not 
be re-ordained deacons and priests, was ** that the Episcopal 
power did supply all other orders.*^ Mr. Kenrick relies 
on Courayer for his version of the story. — Let us compare 
his quotation from Courayer with what Courayer really 
wrote. y 

" Some/' says Mr. Keorick, '' at least one of the English bishops, 
insisted on the necessity of their being reKnrdained priests and deacons ; 
inasmuch as they had never received those orders from a bishop ; but 
' Bancroft, Archbishop of Canterbury/ says CottrayeVf * maintained 
that the ordinatk>n given by priests ought to be esteemed valid, though 
it was not administered by bishops, for otherwise the greatest part of 
the reformed churches would be found to want ministers.'"—^. 34. 

> Bancroft had been chaplain to Cox, Bishop of Ely, one of the bishops 
consecrated by Parker, in 1559. Biog. Britt. Art. Bancroft. 



28 PREXIMINART REHARES. 

We shall now give the passage as it appears in Courayer, 
putting in italics the words which Mr. Kenrick did not ob- 
serve, and remarking by the way, that he has not given the 
page from which he took his extract. 

*' There was a difficulty which arose about this consecration, because 
the bishop of Ely [Andrews] insisted to have the ministers ordained 
priests, before they were consecrated, they not having received the order 
of priesthood from any bishop. But Bancroft, Archbishop of Canter- 
bury, maintained that the ordination giren by priests ought to be 
esteemed valid, when bishops were wanting to administer ity for other* 
wise the greatest part of the reformed churches would be found to want 
ministers, and that the Episcopal power did otherwise supply the 
other orders : for which he brought examples out of antiquity y-—- 
Courayer's Defence^ SfC Williams' ttansldtiofif Bvo, LondoUf 1723, 
p. 22 — New Translation, p. 35. 

But the opinions of Bancroft, or of any other man, are of 
very little importance in this controversy. The judgment of 
the Church of England and of her Reformers must be sought in 
their pubUc acts. There Mr. Kenrick affects to seek it, and 
cites two of her articles in support of his views. The first 
of these, which we shall consider, is '* article xxv. Of the 
Sacraments.** In this article he relies on these words, 
*^ Those five, commonly called Sacraments, that is to say con- 
firmation, penance, orders, matrimony and extreme unction, 
are not to be counted for Sacraments of the Gospel, being 
such as have grown, partly of the corrupt following of the 
Apostles, partly are states of Ufe allowed by the Scriptures, 
but yet have not like nature of Sacraments with Baptism and 
the LoRn^s Supper, for that they have not any visible sign or 
ceremony ordained of Gody^ p* 33. The italics are his, and 
he relies on those words to shew that the reformers did not 
value orders. Who does not see that they are merely a rea* 
son why orders should not be regarded as a Sacrament of 
*Mike nature with Baptism and the Lord's Supper?" Let 
us hear Mr. Kenrick himself on a parallel question. 

" In what, then, it may be asked, does the Catholic form consist 7 
\ might,^ in reply, say that question is irrelevant ; as from what has been 
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said, it is erident that the fuppoted identic between the forms of 
Edward YI. and those in the Roman Pontifical, cannot be established : 
and, conseqnentlyy that the argmnent in support of die former, which 
is built on such a supposition, falls at once to the ground. I will how- 
efer, observe, that as the Church has not defined what part of the cere- 
mony of ordination is that called the form, theologians have enjoyed on 
this subject a speculaciTe freedom of opinion, which does not at all inter- 
fere widi their obserrance of the laws of the Church, by which they are 
bound to use the fonn at present prescribed in the Roman Pontifical. 
The Church not having defined the exact words that constitute the fcnm 
of ordination, a certain latitude of opinion necessarily arose : and some 
tfaeologiaxis, aifuiog from the principle, that the form of ordination was 
not specificaUy determined by Christ, as were the forms of Baptism 
and the Eucharist, were easily led to consider those words, * Accipe,' 
etc. as the ibnn, although they may have been aware that they had not 
been always in use." — ^p. 181. 

We see that, according to our author, if order have any 
form ; that is any precise words, ordained by Gon, he is him- 
self unable to point it out, yet he blames the Reformers 
because, as he thinks, they deny the existence of an outward 
visible sign, in the same rite. Let us see whether they 
reaJIy did so. Their own commentary on article xxv. will 
best explain their views. It is to be found in the ** Homily, 
wherein is declared that Common Prayer and Sacraments 
ought to be ministered in a tongue that is understood of the 
people," which "Article xxxv." declares to contain **a godly 
and wholesome doctrine and necessary for these times." 

'' Now with like, or rather more brevity, you shall hear how many 
Sacraments there be, that were instituted by our Saviour Christ and are 
to be continued and received of every Christian in due time and order, 
and for such purpose as our Saviour Christ willed them to be received. 
And as for the number of them, if they should be considered according 
to the exact signification of a Sacrament, namely, for the visible signs, 
expressly commanded in the New Testament, whereunto is annexed the 
promise of free forgiveness of our sins, and of our holiness and joining in 
Christ, there be but two ; namely, Baptism, and the Supper of the 
Lord. For although Absolution hath the promise of forgiveness of sin ; 
yet by the express word of the New Testament it hath not this promise 

3* 
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annexed and tied to the visible s^gn, which .is imposition of hands. ' For 
this visible sign (I mean laying On of hands) is not expressly commanded 
in the New Testament to be^ used in Absolution, as the visible signs in 
3aptism and the Lord's Supper are : and therefore Absolution is no such 
Sacrament as Baptism and the Communion are. And though the ordet- 
ing of ministers hath this visible sign, and promise ; yet it lacks the 
promise of remission of sin, as all other Sacraments besides the tw9 
above named do. Therefore neither it,, nor any other Sacrament else, be 
such Sacraments as Baptism and the Communion wce."^Homilie8f New 
York edition^ pp. 298, 'il99.—BaMimorej 328, Philadelphia, 316. 

We now see that in article xxv. " Of the Sacraments/* 
the Reformers by "a visible sign or ceremony ordained of 
God," meant " a yisible sign or ceremony," " whereunto is 
annexed the promise of forgiveness of sins," and that they 
actually held that "the ordering of ministers," had the "visi- 
ble sign" "of laying on of hands," but that they did not 
regard it as a Sacrament, " because it lacks the promise of 
remission of sins." Now a Romish writer, whom Mr. Ken^ 
rick quotes with approbation on page 1:80, informs us that 
the visible sign in orders is this very " laying on of hands.** 
What evidence, then, does this article, taken in connexion 
with the hom;ly afford, that the reformers undervalued ordi- 
nation. 

We now proceed to the other articlie upon which he 

relies. 

" ^Xlll. — Of Ministering, in the Congregation, 
" It is not lawful for any man to take upon him the office of public 
Preaching, or Ministering the Sacraments in the Congregation, before he 
be lawfully called, and sent to execute the same. And those we ought 
to judge lawfully called and sent, which be chosen and" called to this 
Work by men who have public Authority given to them in the Congrega- 
tion, to call and send Ministers into the Lord's Vineyard." 

The mode of calling we see in the extract, which we have 
given from the homily, to be by laying on of hands. Who 
the " men who. have public authority given to them in the 
congregation" are, we must learn elsewhere. Mr. Kenrick 
^ pleased to say that thjus article is Presbyterian, meaning, bs 
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he always does by that word, Erastian. This it clearly is 
not, for those men who are to call others to the work, are to 
"have public authority given them in the congregation^*^ not 
in the state. The article is so far Presbyterian, in the true 
sense of the word, that if it stood unconnected with any thing 
else, no Presbyterian would hesitate to subscribe it : for it 
does not decide who are the men to whom public authority 
is given, and they may be, so far as this article is concerned, 
either bishops or presbyters. But the article is connected 
with other acts which do decide, that the persons mecmt are 
bishops. 

XJKXVI. — Of Consecration of Bishops and Ministers. 
The Book of Consecration of Archbishops and Bishops, and Order* 
in^ of Priests and Deacons, lately set forth in the time of Edward VI. 
and confirmed at the same time by authority of Parliament, doth contain 
all things necessary to such consecration and ordering : neither hath it 
any thing which of itself is superstitious and ungodly. And therefore 
whosoever are consecrated or ordered according to the rites of that book, 
since the second 3rear of the forenamed king Edward unto this time, or 
hereafter shall be consecrated or ordered according to the same rites, we 
decree all such to be rightly, orderly, and lawfully consecrated and 
ordered,." 

The following is the Prefiice to the book approved in the 
above article : 

" The Form and Manner of making and consecrating Bishops, 
Priests f and Deacons* Anno Domini MDLII. 

"THE PBEF&CX. 

"It is evident unto all men diligently reading Holy Scripture and 
ancient authors, that from the Ap6stl^s' time, there have been these 
orders of ministei^ in Christ's church ; — Bishops, Priests, and Deacons.: 
which offices were evermore had in such reverent estimation,, that no 
man, by his own private authority, might presume to execute any of 
them, except he were first called^ tried, examined, and known to have 
such qualities as were requisite for the same ; and also by public prayer, 
with imposition ofhands, approved and admitted thereunto. And there- 
fore, to the intent these orders should be continued, and reverently used 
and esteemed in this Church of England, it is requisite that no man (not 
being at this present Bishop, Priest, nor Deacon,) shall execute any of 
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them, except he be called, tried, and examined, and admitted, according 
to the form hereafter following. And none shall be admitted a Deacon 
except he be twenty-one yeara of age at the least; andeverjr man which is 
to be admitted a Priest, shall be full twenty-four years old; and eveiy 
man which is to be consecrated a Bishop, shall be thirty years of age. 
And the Bishop, knowing, either by himself or by sufficient testimony, 
any person to be a man of virtuous conversation, and without crime, and 
after examination and trial, finding him learned in the Latin tongue, and 
sufficiently instructed in Holy Scripture, may, upon a Sunday or holyday, 
in the face of the Church, admit him a Deacon, in such manner and 
form as hereafter followeth."— Car<?wc/r» edit. 1841, p. 398. 

The articles were adopted in 1562, in a conyocation at 
which Parker presided. How is it possible in the face of 
those articles, thus adopted, to assert that he and his fellow 
bishops did not hold the necessity of Episcopal ordination, or 
to imagine that they did not, at least, believe themselves to 
possess it. There is certainly nothing in these opinions to 
render it improbable that they should accept consecration. 

Apart from any religious principle or theological doctrine, 
there were two strong reasons why they should have been 
consecrated. First, the law of the land required it,— King 
£dward*s ordinal was, as Mr. Kenrick supposes, the law 
of the land, and that as we have just seen, declares 
" that to the intent that these orders" — Bishops, Priests, and 
Deacons ^^ should he continued, and reverently used and 
esteemed in this Church of England, it is requisite that no 
man (not being at this present Bishop, Priest, nor Deacon,) 
shall execute any of them, except he he called, tried, or examined, 
and admitted according to the form hereafter following,''^ 
Again the statute of 25 Henry VIII. chap 20, § 6, re-enacted 
by 1 Eliz. ch. 1, § 7, expressly requires consecration, as a 
preliminary to inthronisation, and to the "restitution out of 
the king^s hands of all the possessions and profits, spi- 
ritual and temporal, belonging to the said Archbishopric or 
Bishopric, whereunto they shall be elected or presented." 
The other temporal reason for desiring consecration, was 
the ¥rish of the queen, a cogent one in £Uzabetli*s days. 
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For the existence of this wish Mr. Kenrick himself shall be 
our authority. He tells us, "That the queen was most 
anxious for Parker's consecration is admitted by all." — 

p. 76. 

But was there any real difficulty in obtaining consecration, 
such a consecration as is claimed? Its value may be a 
subject of inquiry hereafter, but the Protestants who allege 
it must be supposed to value it. Was there any difficulty in 
obtaining such a consecration ? Remark ! a specific conse- 
cration is alleged ; time, place, and persons, specified ; was 
there any peculiar difficulty in procuring that consecration ? 
It is not pretended that the time presents any question. The 
place could not ; the favorite of Elizabeth might conomand 
any place in England. As to the persons, they existed. 
Were they like to resist the wishes of the queen ? Why 
should they ? According to the Romanists, they were men 
of no principle whatever ; according to the Protestants, they 
held no principle which would prevent them from per- 
forming the act of consecration. Is it not then abundantly 
more probable, apart from the direct evidence of the fact, that 
the consecration took place than that it did not ? 

But if the bishops who actually performed the consecration 
had refused, the Church would not have been left without 
resource. The consecration might have been performed by 
Irish bishops, and a new line of succession introduced into 
England ; the validity of whose consecration would not have 
admitted of doubt. Their mission would have been at 
least equal to that of the Romish bishops in England and 
Ireland; none of whom can trace their orders from the 
ancient bishops of those coontries, but derive them from 
UKMiern intruders, consecrated in Italy and Spain. In Ire- 
land, it is said, that all the bishops in possession of sees, at 
the accession of Elizabeth, except two, and they intruders, 
conformed to the Reformation.^ How many there were is 
not precisely known, but it has never been pretended that 

^ PalnBer OQ the Cburcb, vol. i. p. 508, Am. Edit. 
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there was any difficulty about the Irish succession, except 
such as may grow out of the perpetually assumed and never 
proved supremacy of the Pope. 

Mr. Kenrick, to prove that there was a difficulty in getting 
\Parker consecrated, tells the following story : 

*/* " That the Most Reverend Dr. Creagh, [Roman] Catholic Archbishop 
of Armagh, who was then a prisoner in the tower of London, was ap- 
plied to by Parker, with the hope of receiving from him Episcopal con- 
secration. This, however, the venerable prelate firmly refused.'* — y. 76. 

In this he has been a little too precise, not imitating the 
caution of the inventors of the story; who while they spoke 
of an Irish archbishop, never named him. The statement is 
designed to convey the idea, that Creagh had been Arch- 
bishop of Armagh in Mary's reign. Nothing can be more 
false. Dowdall, who had been consecrated in the time of 
Henry VIII. but had abandoned his see, under Edward VI. 
was the only Archbishop of Armagh acknowledged during 
the reign of Mary ; who, perhaps properly, restored him to 
his see.* If he had been alive at the consecration of Parker, 
he would have been both the Komish and the Catholic Arch- 
bishop of Armagh. But he died in 1558, and the see was 
vacant, for no successor had been consecrated either under 
the authority of the Pope or the Queen. 

As for Creagh, he was in 1559 no bishop, even if he were 
a priest. According to his eulogist. Roth, " Having received 
this degree," (Bachelor of Theology, at Louvain,) "he 
deemed it his duty to return to his country, now overgrown 
with weeds and brambles, through the schism and heresy spring- 
ing up under Queen Elizabeth, (her [Roman] Catholic sister 
being now deadJ*^) Surely the weeds and brambles could not 
have been so thriving in Ireland as early as 1559. " He 
grieved at the errors which were everywhere disseminated 
in that kingdom, especially in his native city, [Limerick], 
which he earnestly desired to reform, and also to sow better 
seed. He laboured strenuously by private exhortation, public 

' Modem Univereal History, vol. 42, pp. 129 to 134. 
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J^reaching, and performing the sacred offices of the priest* 
hood, (for he had returned from abroad, invested with the 
character of a, priest,) to lend greater efficacy to his work."" 
It was after this that he went to Rome ; where he was con- 
secrated for archbishop of Armagh, after which, according 
to Roth, "he came aided by the most liberal munificence of 
Pope Pius, in order that he might withdraw his sheep in 
Ireland, from the jaws of most savage wolves and of the 
lioness, and preside over them zealously and piously."" Nor 
was there any Irish Archbishop at the time who adhered to 
the Church of Rome. The three Archbishops of Dublin, 
Cashel, and Tuam, all conformed to the Reformation, and 
retained their sees, — Curwin of Dublin until 1567, when at 
his own request he was translated to Oxford,** — the others 
until their deaths. p 

" Roth Analecta iii. p. 7, quoted by Palmer, Essay on the Church, i. 
511, Am. Ed. 

" Roth, iii. 22. Palm. i. 512. 

*> Wood Ath. Oxon. i. p. 698. 

PThe recent re-publication in England of Bramball and Courayer» 
has furnished us with further information about Creagh. The first men* 
tion of an Irish archbishop, although without a name, was by Sanders, 
about thirty years after the consecration of Parker. He only says, that 
" they were very instant with an Irish archbishop to have presided at 
their ordination, but he would nat.^^—^BramkaWg Worhsj vol, iii, p. 
A7f new edit, Fitzsimon, according to Mr. Haddan, was the first who 
named Creagh,— -he certainly connected the story with that of the Nag's- 
head ordination ; but Dr. Elrington says that Fitzsimon does not name 
the Irish prelate. Talbot, (Nullity of Pre. Clergy,) near one hundred 
years after the consecration, was probably the first who named Creagh. 
It was not a well judged act to name him, as it appears that we were 
not mistaken in supposing that he was not then a bishop. The follow- 
ing valuable note is by the new translator of Courayer. — " This story 
about Creagh, as our author has shewn in book 2, chap. 2, of his defence 
of the present work, (vol. i. p. 254 — ^261, of the original French, vol. i. 
p. 157—161 of the English translation,) is altogether inconsistent with 
facts. At the time of Elizabeth's succession, the see of Armagh was 
vacant, Dowdall having died at London, August 10, 1558. The next 
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Roman Catholic archbishop was Donat O'Teig, who appears to have 
been consecrated at Rome, in February, 1560, but certainly did not re- 
turn to England till the latter end of that year, that is not till a year 
after the consecration of Parker. O'Teig died in 1562, and it was to 
him that Richafd Creagh succeeded as the next Roman Catholic arch- 
bishop, having been consecrated at Rome, in the year 1563, i. e. not till 
the fourth year after the consecration of Parker. One Roman Catholic 
account indeed, makes it even later, in 1564, but this appears certainly 
to be a mistake. His first committal to the tow^, which was on his 
return from Rome, did not take place till February 22, 1564, i. e. not 
till the fifth year after the consecration of Parker. 

" Richard Creagh * died in the year 1585, (as it is said,) in the tower 
of London, having been imprisoned there by the State.' — Ware^s Writ- 
ers of Ireland, B. 1, |7. 77, Edit. Harris, as quoted by Haddan, in his 
invaluable edition (for the Anglo-Catholic library) of Bramhall's Cpnse- 
crcUion, S^c. of Protestant Bishops, p. 4l7, note e— see also the other 
authorities therein referred to." — Courayer, Oxford, 1844, Editor's 
notes, p* iv. 
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ARCHBISHOP PARKER. 

Matthew Parker, Archbishop of Canterbury, was con> 
secrated a bishop on the 17th December, 1559. This is 
the proposition which we propose to establish at this time. 
Like any other averment of a fact, it is to be proved by evi- 
dence. In this case the strongest appropriate evidence exists ; 
the officio] record of the transaction. This, standing alone, 
would establish it, much more when it is found in connexion 
with a series of records, of which some prove the various 
steps preparatory to the principal action, to have been taken ; 
others are its natural and legitimate consequences ; and others 
bear upon it, only collaterally, but still in such a way as to 
strengthen the belief, that the event must have taken place 
about the time alleged. In this case all these facts exist 
and would seem to leave nothing to dispute about ; but on 
the other side, it is alleged that all, or most of these records 
are forgeries. The proper mode, then, of establishing the 
fact of Parker's consecration, is to refute this imputation of 
forgery. To this task we shall now address ourselves. It 
can scarcely be necessary to warn our readers, that the dis- 
cussion must be of matters of detail, dry, complicated, and 
without attraction, except to those who are interested in 
in knowing the truth of an important fact. Important 
indeed, since if the doctrines universally believed by the 
Church in this country be true, and Parker was never con- 
secrated, it may possibly be necessary to obtain the Apostolic 
Succession from Ireland; where, even upon that supposition* 
it certunly exists in its purity. Are then the records rela- 
ative to Parker's consecration forgeries ? 

The general argument with which the Romanists assail 

them, is, that they were first produced about fifty years after 

the transaction. And Mr. Kenrick artfully speaks of the 

want of reference to "a public and therefore well knoum do* 

4 
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cument ;'' this is no better than a pun, a play upon the word 
** public." A public document is not necessarily well known ; 
on the contrary, it is usually very little known ; it is public, 
because it belongs to the public, and every one may have 
access to it by taking proper steps ; steps, which however, 
always involve more or less trouble and expense, and which, 
therefore, are not taken without some adequate motive. A 
public document, which is the evidence of an undoubted fact, 
remains generally very little known. How many persons 
inquire after the letters of consecration of their own bishop, 
or the letters of orders of their own pastor? how many 
persons see the record of the commission of the judge, who 
presides at the trial of the case, which perhaps involves 
their entire property? Such documents are public, but 
they are not well known, precisely because the facts which 
they are designed to prove, are well known and generally 
acknowledged. 

The advocates of Parker's consecration, say that the 
records were not published until they were required, that 
the fact of Parker's consecration was not denied for half a 
century, and that when it was denied, the records were pro- 
duced. 

The Romanists say that Parker's consecration was always 
denied ; and Mr. Kenrick produces a number of extracts from 
Romish writers, who published in the reign of Elizabeth, 
which he deems such denials. These extracts are so con- 
nected with an absurd story of a mock consecration, at the 
Nag's-Head tavern, that it is most convenient to consider 
them in that connexion. When the time to examine* them 
comes, it will be shewn, that wherever the Ronodsh writers 
descend from the generalities of that abusive style of contro- 
versy ; which was at that time too much in fashion, they 
attack not Xhefact, but the validity of the English consecra- 
tions. They rest their alleged invalidity upon two grounds. 
One, their illegality according to the statute law of England. 
This Mr. Kenrick gives up, and were it well founded in fact. 
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it concerns us not. No believer in the Apostolic Succession, 
Romanist or Protestant, can for an instant suppose, that the 
English statute law can hare any effect, good or bad, upon 
the Ecclesiastical validity of an ordination. A defect origi- 
nating in a violation of a statute law, may affect the emolu- 
ments or the temporal authority of an English bishop, but 
surely not his spiritual character. The other objection had 
its foundation in the peculiar theological views of the Ro- 
manists, and will be discussed in its proper place. Our 
present business is with the yoc^ not the validity of Parker*s 
consecration. Against the general imputation of forgery 
and complaints of the late appearance of the records, it seems 
to be sufficient to oppose the great probability that Dr. 
Parker was consecrated, which we have already shown to 
exist, since the ceremony was required by the doctrines of 
the Church, by the law of the land, and by the wishes of 
a queen, whose will at that time was stronger than the law. 

We shall now proceed to the records, which we shall enu- 
merate in their chronological order, refuting the arguments 
addiiced by Mr. Kenrick to prove that they are forged, and 
supporting them by such collateral evidence, as we may be 
able to produce. When we have thus gone over the records 
we shall lay before the reader the independent evidence 
which tends to establish the same fact. 

1.1 The first record in the series is a commission for the 
consecration of Parker, from Queen Elizabeth, directed to 
the Bishops of Durham, Bath, Peterborough, and Llandaff, 
and to William Barlow, bishop, and John Scory, bishop. 
The Romanists used to regard this as a forged document as 

4 See po^, Appendix, No. viii. We may as well mention in this 
place a fact, which we learn from Mr. Haddan. The original letter 
from Lord Keeper Bacon, the father of the great Bacon, to Dr. Parker, 
in which the document o£ the 9th September was inclosed, is preserved 
in Corpus Christi College Library, Cambridge, which was Parker's Col- 
lege. MSS. vol. 114, p. 125. The letter states, that Bacon sealed Biad > 
delivered the writ in two hours after the receipt thereof. — See first not$ 
p to Mr. Haddan^ 8 " Freface^ in BramhaU, N E vol, w]. 
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well as the rest. But Mr. Kenrick, partly no doubt because 
convinced of the fact, and partly on account of certain ad- 
vantages he hopes to make of it in argument, is rather os- 
tentatious in proclaiming it to be a genuine document. If 
he can really make any advantage of it, he is entitled to it. 
For ourselves, we desire to remark, that it proves three 
things. First, that a consecration of Parker was really in- 
tended. — Second, that all the necessary steps had been 
taken, previous to the issuing the commission to consecrate ; 
for the writ recites, " that the see of Canterbury being 
vacant by the natural death of Reginald Pole, Cardinal, the 
last and immediate archbishop and pastor, — the Queen, on 
the humble petition of the dean and chapter of Christ Church 
Cathedral, Canterbury, had, by her letters patent granted to 
them license to elect another archbishop and pastor of the 
said see, that the said dean and chapter, by force of the 
license aforesaid, had elected her beloved in Christ, Master 
Matthew Parker, Professor of Holy Theology, archbishop 
and pastor for themselves and the said church, as would 
more fully appear by their letters patent, sealed with their 
common seal, and to the Queen directed, that the Queen 
accepted the election, and signified her royal assent and favor 
by the tenor of those presents." The document then re- 
quires the persons to whom it was directed, to confirm the 
said election, and to consecrate Matthew Parker archbishop 
and pastor of the said church. The date is September 9th, 
1559. — Third, that it was from the first intended, that 
Barlow and Scory should have a part in the ceremony of 
consecration. Mr. Kenrick^s conjecture that they were 
only designed as witnesses, is opposed to the letter of the 
document, which places all the persons to whom it is ad- 
dressed upon a level, and requires of them all the same 
duties. 

This commission was never executed. The three first 
named bishops, and perhaps the fourth, refusing to act, the 
others had no legal right to proceed without them, for two 
reasons. The first, that there was no clause in the commis- 
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sion, authorising a less number than the whole to act. Mr. V 
Kenrick sneers at this reasout &n<i intimates that there is no 
such law; but if we are rightly informed, the rule is familiar 
to every la¥ryer, even to this day, that a special power must 
be strictly pursued, and consequently when given to several, 
all must unite in its execution, unless the instrument con- 
ferring the power provide otherwise. He also seems to 
think that the law officers of the crown would not, under the 
circumstances, have been on the watch for departures from 
strict rule. Perhaps not ; but it behoved Parker to see that 
no just legal exception should exist to the consecration. The 
other objection to proceeding under this commission, was 
that after three bishops had declined acting, there did not 
remain the four, which the act of 26 Henry VIII. ch. 20, § 
5, requires, when there is no archbishop among them. If, 
as Mr. Kenrick beUeves, and not without probability, four 
declined, there did not remain the three, required by the 
ancient canons and the general practice of the Church. The 
reason, however, is not very material, the fact is certain, the 
commission was never executed. 

II. ' A second commission was then issued, directed to 
Anthony, Bishop of Llandaff, William Barlow, formerly 
Bishop of Bath and Wells, now elect of Chichester, John 
Scory, formerly Bishop of Chichester, now of Hereford, ■ 

' See post, AppencKx, No. ix. 

* In all the copies wkich we have leen, which purport to have been 
taken from Rymer, we find this commission thus worded, but in the 
copy in Fuller's Chmrch History, which purports to have been taken 
from Parker's Register, it is "elect of Hereford." This proves the 
existence of two records of the writ, one at the Rolls and one in Parker's 
Register, and thus adds to the proofs of its genuineness. See FtUler, 
book ix, see, 1, vol. Hi. p. 452. Ed. ^vo. Lond, 1842. 

Mr. Haddan has had the Rolls examined afresh for his edition of 
BramhaU, and it appears that the word elect (electo) is in the record, /. 
but omitted through the mistake of Rymer's transcriber, but it is true that 
there are two copies of the document extant, one at the Rolls, the other in 
Parker's Registerv— >i9«e BramhaWt Works, N. E, voLiii,p. I79,naiem. 
4* 
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Miles Coverdale, formerly Bishop of Exeter, Kichard and 
John, Suffragan Bishops of Bedford and Thetford, and to 
John Bale, Bishop of Ossory. In other respects this was a 
repetition of the former commission with the addition of a 
clause for supplying defects, of which the resd^r will see 
more in the course of the discussion, and another clause, 
authorising any four of the seven to act. 

This commission is dated the 6th December, 1559. Mr. 
Kenrick, in common with many other Komanists, pronounces 
it a forgery ; yet it seems to have been exactly what might 
have been expected under the circumstances.' The Queen, 
the law, and the principles .of the Church, all required that 
the act should be done. Those who had been appointed to 
do it, refused ; — ^what more natural than that a new authority 
should be given to others. Still it may be a forgery, — ^was 
it so?— Three reasons are assigned by Mr. Kenrick for 
believing it to be forged. The first is, that it wants his cer- 
tain test of authenticity—- The magic words " Per breve de 
pTwato sigiUo,** ^r " Peripsam reginam," — but as these words 
have already been shewn to be no test of authenticity at all, 
we may dismiss this objection. The second is, that the 
commission was directed to the Bii^p of Llandaff, who had 
already refused to act. It is by no means certain, although 
we have already admitted it to be probable, that the Bishop 
had refused to act. The probability of such a refusal 
seems scarcely a sufficient ground from which to infer for- 
gery. But whether the Bishop had refused or not, there 
was a peculiar propriety in naming him in the commission, 
almost amounting to a necessity, because he was the only 
bishop in England in possession of a see. The third reason 
requires somewhat more discussion. It is founded chiefly 
upon a commission, dated on the 20th October. He gives 
the beginning of this commission, with a translation, which 
we copy from his book : 

** The Queen to the Moat Reverend Father in Cbrist, Matthew, 
Archhiihop of CantexbuTy, and to the Eevecsod Fetfaen in CttRUT^ 
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Edmund, Bishop of London, and Richard, Bishop of Ely,— «nd also 
to our beloved and trusty counsellors, &«.'' p, 71. 

Here he again parades his discovery about the important 
words ^* Per ipsam reginam" which he says are in the com- 
mission of the 20th October, and not in that of 6th of Decem- 
ber, and as usual, infers that the first is genaine and the last 
forged. We have already shewn that the absence of these 
words is no proof of forgery. As to the document of the 
30th of October, we have no doubt that it is genuine^ He 
then remarks : 

** The cmly way of eluding the testimony if (the commission of Octo- 
ber,) affords, that Parker, Grindal, and Coxe were then considered to 
be Bishops, is that ibtt word ' Bishop' is taken in a vague sense, and 
only indicates * Bishops elect,' this plea is inadmissible,-— Firstly, be^ 
cause such an a8suDq>tion is contrary to the general rule for iaterpreting 
official documents before laid down, and if once admitted, would render 
nugatoiy all arguments derived from the language of documentary evi^ 
dencc." pp. 71 f 72. 

Now that such an interpretation would be contrary to the 

particular example, which, with a special view to this and 

another case, Mr. Kenrick annexed to his general rule, is 

clear enough. That it is contrary to the general rule itself 

is not so clear. The general rule is this : 

" I have tak^ not only these royal acts,, but also all other records and 
extracts from authority, just as I find them, according to the established 
rules of interpreting official documents, neither supposing errors on the 
part of those who composed theqi, nor supplying supposed defects, nor 
by unnatural and forced interpretations, endeavoring to find in their 
words that meaning, and that meaning alone, which best accords with 
my views." p, 64. 

But in order to apply this rule, it remains to be shewn, not 
merely that it is a general, but that it is an invariable ** rule to 
speak of a clergyman promoted to an Episcopal See, but 
not yet consecrated, as a bishop elect ;" because unless the 
rule is an invariable one, it cannot be practically established 
as a rule for interpreting official documents ; for if there are 
exceptions, the docmoeDt under examination may he one of 
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them, and even admitting the rule to be an invariable onet 
although we would not be justified in ** supposing errors on 
the part of these who composed them," we apprehend that 
we would be at liberty to prove such errors, as we shall in 
this case do. The view which Mr. Kenrick takes of the sub- 
ject in this place is the more extraordinary, because on page 
69 he erroneously contends that the word bishop, applied in 
the commission of the 9th of September to Barlow and Scory, 
means *^ bishop elect." Now that this rule about bishops 
elect is not an invariable one, has been abundantly shewn in 
the work nan^d in the margin.* Dr. Elrington, page 44, 
refers to Rymer, vd. xv, pag€ 409, 410, and BumeVs B.efw" 
mation, vol. i. page 142. Records ; for undoubted instances 
of this use of the word ** bishop.'* But unless the commis- 
sion of the 6th December be assumed or proved to be forged, 
it is itself a sufficient reason for considering the words arch- 
bishop and bishop, as being used in that of the 30th October 
for archbishop elect and bijshop elect, for that is the only 
means by which the two copimissions can be reconciled. In 
that mode they may be reconciled, and if they can, in all fairness 
they must, unless some other reason can be assigned for regard- 
ing one of them as a iSbrgery. Now Mr. Eenrick's other two 
reasons, the want of his favorite words, and the naming of 
the bishop of Llandaff, have been shewn to be frivolous. His 
present argument, then, is, that one conunission must receive 
such a construction as will make it conflict with another, in 
order that the cojitradiction may prove the latter a forgery. 
But the latter does not stand, alpne. The commissions di- 
rected to Parker to consecrate Grindal and Coxe, are two of 
the six writs of a similar character which issued on the 18th of 
December* Dr. Lingard having referred to these writs as a 
proof of Parker's cqnse.cratipn, Mr. Kenrick makes the fol- 
lowing most ** lame and. impotent" reply : 

^ The Valiclity of English Ordinations, established in answer to the Rev. 
P. Gandolphy's sermon on St. John x. l.«»By the Rev. T. Elrington, 
Provost of Trinity college, Dublin.-— Dublin, 8vo. 1818. 
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^'Tbifl argument is oertainly weak. Becailse fix writs are said to 
have been issued to Parker, as archbishop, on the 18Ux of December, it 
is concluded, that therefore, he was consecrated on the 17th. Does it 
not equally follow from the commission above referred to, of the 20th 
October, that he was consecrated on the 19th of this latter month, just 
two months before the date of the six writs ? Not a single one of these 
six writs, as may be seen in Rymer, bears the stamp of authenticity 
before referred to. Besides, can we attach any credit to writs for the 
consecration of Grindal and Coxe, who according to the commission of 
20th October, were bishops, the one of London the other of Ely,— at 
least on the 19th of that month." 'p. 12. 

With the'weakness or strength of Dr. Lingard's argument, 
we have at present nothing to do ; we shall come to it in due 
time. But the reader cannot fail to remark, that Mr. Ken- 
rick^s only objections to the authenticity of the six writs are, 
first, that they want his imaginary stamp of authenticity; 
and secondly, that they conflict with the commission of 
October, as he understands it. Thus seven writs are to be 
pronounced forgeries, to sustain Mr. Eenrick's interpretation 
of one. But the evidence of mistake does not stop here. 
Grindal and Coxe were consecrated together by Parker, on 
the 21st of December, in pursuance of those writs. This 
fact is mentioned by Camden, and by the contemporary 
author of Parker's Life, — ^writers, the value of whose testi- 
mony we shall have occasion to examine hereafter, — and so 
far as relates to Grindal, by Stow also a contemporary, and 
an author whose very silence has been relied on, as an argu- 
ment against Parker's consecration.— iSe^ Courayer, WiUiams' 
Translation, London, 1728,p. 44. New Trans.pp.'SS, 54. jE/- 
rington /?. 44 . The same facts are to be found in the proper Re- 
gisters. Mr. Eenrick, page 1 27, gives a short note of Grindal's 
consecration, to which he makes no objection, but that it con- 
flicts with his favorite commission of the 20th of October. 
Nor does the evidence close here. Parker's Register, ex- 
tracts from which are printed by Elrington, in his Appendix, 
pages xxxi. xxxii.^ shews the archbishop to have exercised 

■* See poitf Appendix, No. xvi. 
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Jurisdiction over London, as a vacant diocese, on the 19th 
December, 1559, and also over Ely, on the 19th and 21st of 
the same month. Mr. Kenrick goes on thus : 

" Bishops elect are styled such until they are consecrated, and do not 
receive the absolute title of the sees, for which they have befen elected, 
until they are in actual possession of them. Hence Parker is called 
* Archbishop elect of Canterbury,' in the commission of the 9th of Sep- 
tember; but absolutely 'Archbishop of Canterbury,' on the 20th of Oc- 
tober. This difference can alone be explained, either by saying that in 
the meantime he had been consecrated ; or that the Queen believed her 
orders to have been complied with ; or what is more probable, that she 
was forced to acknowledge him as archbishop, although he had re- 
ceived no Episcopal Consecration. This will not appear wonderful to 
those who remember what were the principles of the reformers on the 
necessity of consecration, and that Archbishop Cranmer had solemnly 
deolared that election, (the royal authori^,) alcme sufficed to make 
bishops." p, 72. 

To all this we answer : first, that Parker was not conse- 
crated before the 20th of October, because he was, as will 
be abundantly shewn hereafter, consecrated on the 17th of 
December ; second, that Elizabeth generally knew whether 
her orders had b«en complied with ; third, that there was no 
sort of difficulty in procuring Parker to be consecrated, 
either by those who actually performed the office, or by 
Irish bishops, as we have shewn at length in our preliminary 
remarks. Lastly, that whatever were the errors of Cranmer 
he was dead ; and the sentiments of the reformers, as a body 
were the reverse of those here imputed to them, as appears 
by the Articles, Homilies and Ordinal. 

Mr. Kenrick is not however, so well satisfied with his 
general rule of construction, or its application to the com- 
mission under examination, as not to assign some other 
reasons in support of his particular view. ** Secondly** says 
he, **the object of the conunission proves that Parker, and 
the other bishops named in it were considered as bishops, or 
at least were to be considered as such,** page 72. The 
reason he assigns is that ** none but a bishop could validly 
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tender the oath of supremacy to a bishop in his purely spirit- 
oal character," and that the commission was issued to em- 
power the persons therein named to present the said oath to 
all persons, ecclesiastical or lay, within their respective juris- 
dictions, it follows, that Parker, Orindal, and Coxe must 
have then been regarded as bishops." The rule of law he 
infers from the £act that the judges, when Boner was pro- 
ceeded against for refusing the oath of supremacy tendered 
him by Home, permitted him to dispute the fact that Home 
was a bishop ; this does not prove that none but a bishop 
could tender the oath to a bishop, but only that Home pro- 
fessed to act by virtue of his authority as a bishop. The 
statute of 1st Elizabeth, chapter i. § 19, provides that ** all 
and every archbishop, bishop, and all and every other eccle- 
siastical person," &c. ** shall make, take and receive a corporal 
oath upon the Holy Evangelists, before stuih person or persons 
as shall please your Highness, your heirs or successors, under 
the great seal of England to assign and name, to accept and 
take the same, according to the tenor and effect, hereafter 
following,"— then follows the oath of supremacy. The act 
under which Home proceeded against Boner 'was the 6th 
Elizabeth, ch. i. which in its 8th section gives power to all 
bishops to tender the oath to ecclesiastical persons within their 
respective dioceses, and in its 9th provides for the mode of 
certifying a refusal into the Queen's Beuch.— iS«6 Boner*s case 
'^Dyer's Reports,"/otw 244, a. pi. 16. and Fuller's " Church 
History," book, ix. § 2. Apart from the law, there is a short 
answer to this objection in our author's own pages. The com- 
mission is addressed not only to the persons named, *< but also 
to our beloved and trusty counsellors." Kenrick,page 71. 
** The object of the commission" then, whatever it was, was 
something that laymen might do. 

A third argument is founded on the words " Most Rever- 
end Father in Christ," applied to Parker, and " Reverend 
Father in Christ" applied to the others. The application 
of these words to unconsecrated persons is certainly unusual 
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still this is in fact only a repetition of the first argument which 
has been already sufficiently answered. A fourth argument 
is founded upon a statement of Holinshead, '* that one of the 
deprived bishops (Tunstal of Durham,) lived with Parker at 
Lambeth, where he died on the 18th of November, 1559.** 
p» 73. This argument takes two shapes ; first, that Holins- 
head calls Parker, bishop ; but if he had been speaking cor- 
rectly he would have called him archbishop ; and at any rate 
Holinshead did not believe him to have been consecrated in 
November, because he states his consecration on the 17th of 
December. — Elrington, pp, 39, 43. The other shape is 
that Parker would not have been in possession of his palace 
before his consecration. That he had no legal right -to it is 
clear enough, but he might have lived there by favor ; and 
that he did not pretend to a legal right appears from this, 
that he afterwards sued out restitution of his temporalities* 
Lingard^s letter in Kenrick, 116. Courayer, 33, N. T. 44, cites 
Rymer, xv. 573. The date of this record is March 21st. Mr. 
Kenrick's only answer to it is that it by no means establishes 
the fact of Parker's consecration, page 121. That is not our 
present business, it establishes the fact that he was not in 
legal possession of his temporalities on the 18th of Novem- 
ber, and thus disproves the inference that he was considered 
as consecrated on that day, which is attempted to be drawn 
from his residence at Lambeth. 

Besides these reasons, which only tend to refute Mr. Ken- 
rick*s\argument against the record under the examination, 
there is a very important proof that it is genuine in the 
statute, 8 Eliz. ch. 1st. The preamble to this act declares : 

" That for the avoiding of all ambiguities, and questions that might be 
objected against the lawful confirmations, investing and consecrations of 
the said archbishops and bishops, her highness in her letters patent, 
under the great seal of England, directed to any archbishop, bishop or 
others for the confirming, investing and consecrating of any person 
elected to the ofiice or dignity of any archbishop or bishop, hath not 
o^ly used such words and sentences as were accustomed to be used by 
the late King Henry, and King Edwaid, her Majesty's father and 
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brother, in their like letters patent, made for such cases, but also hath 
used and put in her Majesty's said letters patent, divers other general 
words and sentences whereby her Highness, by her supreme power and 
authority hath dispensed with all causes or doubts of any imperfection 
or disability that can or may in any wise be objected against the same 
as by her Majesty's said letters patent remaining of record, more plainly 
may appear." 

This commission contained, as we before observed, a 
remarkable clause, generally called the clause Sujyplentes. 
No other conmiission has been produced containing such a 
clause, and this fact has been made an objection to the com- 
mission. We give our translation of the clause : 

" Supplying nevertheless, by our supreme royal authority, of our mere 
motion and certain knowledge, whatsoever either in those things which 
are to be done by you according to our aforesaid command, or in you or 
any of you, or in your condition, state or faculty, is wanting or shall be 
wanting to perform the premises, of those things which by the statutes of 
this realm, or by Ecclesiastical laws, are required in this behalf, or are 
necessary, the reason of the time and the necessity of affairs demanding 
it."' 

The reader will at once remark how this clause answers 
the description of the words and sentences said in the act 
of parliament to have been inserted in the Queen's letters 
patent, and will judge for himself whether the penman of 
the statute had not the commission in his eye. Mr. Ken- 
rick admits that this argument is imposing. To shew that 
it is not conclusive, he favors us with this remark : 

'* The royal act referred to in the foregoing part of the preamble to 
the act of 8th Elizabeth, is expressly staled to be by letters patent under 

^Supplentes nihilominus, suprema'auctoritate nostra Regia, ex mero 
motu ac certa scientia nostris, si quid aiit in hiis quae juxta mandatum 
nostrum praedictum per vos fient, aut in vobis, aut in vestrum aliquo 
conditione, statu, facultate vestris ad prsemissa perficienda desit aut 
deerit, eomm quae per statuta hujus regni, aut per leges ecclesiasticas in 
hac parte requiruntur, aut necessaria, sunt, temporis ratione et rerum 
necessitate id postulante. — Elringtofij Appendix xiu^^Postf Appendix f 
No. via. 
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the great seal of England, whereas such commissions as that of the 6tb 
December, 1559, are never under the great seal of England, but have 
generally the King's or Queen's privy seal attached to them." p. 132. 

But the act of 25 Henry VIII, ch. 20, § 5, expressly re- 
quires that after a bishop is elected, and has taken the oaths, 
such a commission as that of the 6th December shall issue . 
The direction is given in the following words : 

'^ The King's Highness by his letters patent under his great seal shall 
signify the said election to one archbishop and two other bishops, or else 
to four bishops within this realm, or within any other the King^s domin- 
ions, to be assigned by the King's Highness, his heirs or successors, re- 
quiring and commanding the said archbishop and bishops with all speed 
and celerity to confirm the said election, and to invest and consecrate 
the said person so elected, to the office and dignity that he is elected, 
unto." 

He then again assures us that the commission has no sea] 
because Rymer is silent on the subject; a new form of the 
convenient conjecture to which we have been so often com- 
pelled to allude, and the groundlessness of which we have 
shown. He then informs us that^* Hardouin contends, and 
not without some appearance of reason, that the supplying 
clause of the commission of the 6th of December, 1559, was 
suggested to the mind of whoever forged this document by 
the above reference." But what suggested " the above refer- 
ence" to the penman of the statute ? In the next page we 
are told that the supplying clause given in page 42, in our 
page 49, is nowhere to be found, but, in the commission of 
6th of December, 1559. Mr. Hardouin's argument then is 
this ; a reference is found in an authentic act to a particular 
clause which is found in an instrument of prior date and in 
no other, and this proves that the prior instrument is forged 
to meet the reference. Really it seems hardly worth while 
to argue with a man believing, or feigning to believe, that 
such an argument has any appearance of reason. 

III. " The commisson to confirm and consecrate having 
been issued, the next step is to confirm the election. Now, 

^ See post J Appendix, No xi. 



ARCHBISHOP PARKER. 51 

if this can be shewn to have been done, it is obviously an 
important link in the chain of evidence ; for it confirms the 
authenticity of the commission under the authority of which 
it was done, and increases the probability of the consecration, 
towards which it is the last preliminary step. The act of 
confirmation of Parker's election remains, and has been often 
printed; the first time by Archbishop Bramhall, in 1674. 
It has then been long enough before the world for the 
Romish controversialists to make their objections. Mr. 
Kenrick's answer to that part of Dr. Lingard's letter which 
refers to it, is cavalier enough. 

" The third fact," the confirmation, " is by no means admitted— i< 
being intimeUely and necetsarily connected toith the one at issue f and 
supported by no evidence that is not now matter of controversy." p, 
120. 

The first reason we have put in italics, it being in fact 
nothing more than that the fact is an inconvenient one for 
Mr. Kenrick. The other reason amounts to this : I do not 
admit it because I dispute it. But he nowhere says a word 
of any ground for doubting that the act of confirmation is 
genuine, and even argues from it, as if genuine, on page 128. 
The confirmation must then be taken to be proved. 

jy. The next step is the actual consecration. The au- 
thentic act of this is to be found in Parker's register,' and is 
distinctly admitted by Mr. Kenrick to exist, and to have ex- 
isted in the beginning of the seventeenth century, page 108. 
He, however, asserts that it is forged, and assigns seven rea- 
sons for that belief, which we shall proceed to examine. 

1 . The first is, that "the wording of the entry in the register 
is suspicious, inasmuch as it is different from all the entries 
which precede and follow it," page 126. He then gives a 
short minute of the consecration of Parker, in which the 
bishops are named by their family names, and contrasts it 
with a minute of Grindal's consecration, in which they are 
named by the titles of their sees, which he says is the usual 

* See post, Appendix, No. xii. 
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mode. This is true, but Mr. Kenrick is at once guilty of 
two acts of unfairness, one in ai^uing from the minute of 
GrindaPs consecration, which in the same breath he pro- 
nounces a forgery; the other in introducing the minute 
of Parker's consecration as the record which had been relied 
on to prove that fact. Within two pages, he refers to the 
real register, and complains of its mintOeness, He well 
knows that in that document the bishops are not merely 
described by their family names ; but by those of the sees 
with which they were or had been connected, precisely as 
they are in the act of confirmation, to which on this occasion 
he refers. He, however, states, himself, the true reason of 
the difference between the two minutes, which is that 
in the interval the bishops had been put in possession of their 
sees. 

2. The second reason is ** the great variety among those 
who quote the register, as to the number of the bishops 
present on the occasion, and the name of one of them." 
If the question were about the existence of the document, 
and quotations were the evidence produced, the objection 
would be a just one. But the document is admitted to exist, 
and surely a genuine document is as liable to be misquoted as 
a forged one. 

3. His third reason is the circumstantiality of the register. 
This most people will think is evidence that is not forged. 

4. His fourth is that, according to Mason, Parker was 
elected in December, whereas according to those who 
maintain the fact of his consecration, he was bishop elect on 
the 9th of September. Mr. Kenrick's favorite record of the 
9th September, proves that Parker was bishop elect at 
that time. But this only proves that Mason was mistaken, 
not that the Register is forged.^" With this is coupled a 
reiteration of the document of the 20th of October, in 
answer to which we can only refer to what has been already 
said. 

y According to the Register, the election was on the first of August. 
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5. The fifth reason, mis-numbered 4, is a repetition of Hoi- 
linshead^s statement about Tonstal, which has also been be- 
fore explained. 

6. The sixth reason, mis-numbered 5, is that it does not 
appear that the archbishops of Canterbury were ever con- 
secrated at Lambeth. There are in modem times very few 
instances of persons being consecrated archbishops of Can- 
terbury. The see is usually filled by translation.' To this 
practice there have been but five exceptions since 1849, a 
period of nearly five hundred years. The exceptions are 
Cranmer, Pole, Parker, Sancroft, and Tillotson. There was 
no person consecrated for the see of Canterbury for one hun- 
dred and eighty-three years before Cranmer, and for one 
hundred years after Parker. There can then be no usage 
on the subject worth a straw in argument. If Parker lived 
at Lambeth, which is asserted by Hollinshead, it was the 
most convenient place. 

7. The seventh reasoo, mis-numbered 6, is that Parker is 
said to have been elected by virtue of a conge d^elire, directed 
to the Chapter of Canterbury, and that the writ of conge 
(Velire was abolished by the act of Parliament of 26 Henry 
VIII, chap. 20. Now, the act of the 25 Henry VIII, chap. 
20, so often quoted, in its 4th section, expressly requires a 
writ of conge d'elire ; and the undisputed commission of the 
9th of September, recites that "at the humble petition of the 
Dean and Chapter of our Cathedral and Metropolitan Church 
of Christ Church, Canterbury, we have granted to them by 
our letters patent license of electing* for themselves an arch- 
bishop and pastor of the said see, and that the said Dean and 
Chapter by force and colour of our license, have elected our 
beloved in Christ, Matthew Parker,"* &c. 

Such are the reasons, upon which we are called upon to 
pronounce a solemn official document, supported by a long 
series of documents, a forgery. But this is not all ; there is 

■ Iq the original '^ liceniiam eUgendi" in French conge d'elire. 
* See Note A, at the end of this Essay. 

5* 
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strong evidence that it is not a forgery. Wadsworth, a 
Komanist, in a letter published in 1615, states that he 
/ had seen the records, and expresses no doubt that they are 
genuine, or that the consecration really took place.; although 
he denies the validity, of the consecration and does not cor- 
rectly detail the facts. Elrington, 40, 63. Besides Arch- 
bishop Abbot caused the register to be exhibited to certain. 
Romish Priests, of which transaction Mr. Kenrick gives us 
the following account : 

" Abbot, Archbishop of Canterbury, to whom Mason had dedicated 
his work, caused some priests^ Alexander Fairclotb, and Thomas Lath- 
wait, alias Scott; Jesuits, and the arch priest, Golliton, and Thomas 
Leake, a secular priest, who were then in prison on account of their reli- 
gion, to be brought to view the register in the presence of himself and six 
other bishops,'^ *> ♦ * « Xhe result of this examination is variously 8tiU;ed. 
The advocates of the Anglican ordinations, assert^ that the priests were 
satisfied of the authenticity of the register, whereas the [Roman] Cath- 
olics state that they merely testified that such a document existed ; and 
that Faircloth^^ one of their number, expressed his astonishment to the 
Archbishop eaad bishops, inasmuch as he had heard from his father, who 
was a Calvinist, of the NagVHead consecration, of which his father 
declared he himself had been a witness. Both Protestant and [Roman] 
Catholic writers agree that the priests were anxious to have the register 
submitted to them a second time, when they might have the opportuni^ 
of examining it more conveniently. They accordingly addresed a letter 
/ to the Archbish(^ to that effect, but were not able to succeed in getting 
a second view of the register. Protestant writers say that the cause of 
this refusal, was an apprehension that they should destroy so important 
a document; bat this appears a very insufficient reason, because the 
document might be subjected to a private and most searching investiga- 
tion in the presence of some faithful officers without at all exposing it to 
the alleged danger. The [Roman] Catholic writers assign a more 
probable reason for the refusal — the fear that the spurious character of 
the register should be detected and exposed.'' pp. 107, 108^ 

This is scarcely a fair representation of what the Protes- 
tant writers say, for they allege that the priests, 

^ This statement was, however, not published for near half a century. 
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'' Haying required that the book should be put into their hands to 
examine it with greater attention, they were told that those books were 
not to be removed, but that they might examine them again upon the 
place ; but that they should not trust them in their hands/* Courayer^ 
pp, 37, 38. Edit. 1728 ; p. 48. Edit 1844. 

But even according to Mr. Kenrick, they testified to the 
existence of the register, and they did not assign any internal 
evidence of its forgery. Now, such a document could not 
have been interpolated into the register without circumstances 
of suspicion, which would have instantly struck less intelligent 
men than these priests. 

Further, when Cournyer was preparing for his book, he 
informs us that, ** though he had not the honor to know the 
Archbishop of Canterbury, yet upon his bare application, he 
was pleased to permit a new examination to be made in the 
presence of four witnesses, two whereof were [Roman] 
Catholics, and the other two of the Church of England."— 
Ibid. They reported no suspicious circumstances. In short 
there is no evidence that any body ever applied for a 
proper examination of this record, and was refused, or that 
any person who saw it ever pointed out any circumstances of 
suspicion in its appearance. 

But it is said never to have been heard of before Mason 
alluded to it in 1613. It is alluded to in Parker's life, pub- 
lished 1572; but as that is asserted by Mr. Kenrick, not 
to have been published at that time, we will not press it until 
we come to a place at which we can properly shew that he is 
mistaken. But it is clearly mentioned by Sutcliffe who pub- 
lished in 1591. 

" Bishop Parker, says he, was ccmsecrated by imposition of hands, by 
Bishop Barlow, Bishop Coverdale^ Bishop Scory and several suffragans 
mentioned in the act of consecration." Quoted by Elringionj p. 23. 

Besides these facts, there is in Corpus Christi College at 
Cambridge, another copy, agreeing, except some clerical 
errors, with the copy in the register.'' This was printed by 
Archbishop Bramhall, who did not trace his consecration 
through Parker, in 1674. It is accompained by a ceitificate 

^ See post. Appendix, No. xii. 
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from the public orator of the University, the Margaret 
professor, and another Doctor of Divinity, "that it is a true and 
genuine record of the rites and ceremonies of Archbishop 
Parker's consecration, and as ancient as the date it bears."** 
There is also another certificate from the Master and Fel- 
lows of the college, which contains these words : '* We are 
fully satisfied that the said record is as ancient as the date it 
bears, and the occasion to which it doth refer. Nor can we 
doubt that the plain and evident tokens of antiquity which it 
carries, will as much satisfy any ingenious person who shall 
have a sight thereof, which therefore we shall readily aflford 
to those who shall repair to the college for that purpose."* 
What Romanist ever accepted this invitation ? We shall now 
leave the record of the consecration.^ 

V. The next step in the series of record evidence, is the 
issuing of six writs to Parker, on the 18th of December, the 
day after his consecration, for the confirmation of the 
elections of Barlow and Scory, and for the consecration of 
Grindal, Coxe, Sandys, and Meyrick.« These are writs 
requiring him to do what only a bishop could do, and they 
bear date the day after he became a bishop, according to the 
record, which they therefore confirm in a remarkable man- 
ner. Mr. Kenrick mistakes Dr. Lingard's argument, when 
he says, page 121, that those writs are said to have been 
issued on the 18th, and therefore it is concluded, that Parker 
was consecrated on the 17th. The true argument is, as we 
have stated above, that the issuing the writs confirms the 
evidence of the record of a consecration on the 17th, tends 
to shew that the record is not forged. The case is not like 
that of the commission of the 20th of October, as Mr. Ken- 
rick would persuade us : — first, because there is no record 
or allegation of a consecration on the 19th of October, and 

«*Courayer 365, N. T. 333, 334; Elrington, Appendix, xix.; Bram- 
hairs Works, N. E. vol. iii. p. 213. — See posty Appendix, No. xii. 
« Elrington tUn supra. Post, Appendix, No. xii. 
^See Note B, at the end of this Essay, 
s Lingard in Kenrick, 115. 
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again, because the act required to be done by the writ in 
October, was not peculiarly episcopal. Mr. Kenrick inti- 
mates that these writs are forged, but gives no reason but 
the want of his fancied test of authenticity. 

VI. The next step is the letters patent for restoring to 
Parker the temporalities of his see, dated 21st March.** This 
act alone might not prove a consecration, although without 
one it would be illegal, and an act of bounty on the Queen's 
part, of which perhaps Elizabeth would not be suspected, 
by the Romanists, unless to serve a present purpose.' But 
we refer to it because it is a link in the chain of testimony, 
upon the absence of which our adversaries would not fail to 
remark. Mr. Kenrick does not deny the authenticity of 
this writ, but endeavours to evade its effect. 

VII. The next and last records to which we shall refer, 
are the ordinary official registers of the diocese of Canter- 
bury, extracts of which have been published by Elrington, 
Appendix, pp. xx. to xxxii.^ During the vacancy, the 
dean and chapter were the guardians of the spiritualities. 
The last entry of an act, performed by them in that character, 
is on the 8th of December. The first act recorded of 
Parker is on the 18th day of the same month. A book of 
the records of the Prerogative Court of the province of Can- 
terbury, kept in the name of the dean ftnd chapter, begins 
from the 1st day of April, 1559, till the — day of December, 
contains entries as late as the 15th December. Another 
book, kept in the name of Parker, professes to begin on the 
9th of December, the day his election was confiiTued; it 
contains an entry of a commission, issued on the 15th, and 
the second entry is on the 19th. It is remarkable that the 
dean and chapter appear to have closed their own proceed- 
ings on the day before the confirmation, while Parker did 
not commence his until after his consecration. But in the 

»» Cotirayer 33, N. T. 44, cites Rymer T. 15 p. 573. 
'Stat. 25 Henry VIII. ch. 20, $ 5. 
^See postf Appendix, Nos. xiv. xv. xvi. 
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prerogative Court, in which wills are proved, and which 
must always go on, there seems, during the interval be- 
tween confirmation and consecration, some vacillation, which 
does not occur before or afterwards. 

VIII. We come now to the historical evidence. We 
shall first name Hollinshead, who mentions Parker's con- 
secration in his Chronicle, page 1491. Edit. 1586, Elring- 
ton 40, ix. Camden, in his History of the reign of Elizabeth, 
gives an account of the transaction, naming all the bishops. 
Mr. Kenrick seeks to invalidate his testimony, because his 
book was first published in 1615, after Mason. But Camden 
wrote, as he tells us, at the request of Lord Burleigh, who 
died in 1597, and it is to be observed, that the account of 
the consecration is in the very beginning of his book, and 
must have been written, although not printed, before the 
appearance of Mason. Besides, in another work printed as 
early as 1586, Camden refers to the Antiquitates Brittannica, 
perhaps written by PGU*ker, in which the fact is mentioned. 

We come now to the work just named, first published in 
1572, in the life time of Parker, and written either by him 
or his chaplain, or by the two in junction. The following 
account of this work is given by Dr. Elrington : 

" Hardouin and Le Quien endeavor to represent thie.book as a forgery, 
but Courayer gives a list of twenty-one copies, which were in different 
libraries in England when he wrote, thirteen of which contained the life 
of Parker and the reference to the registry ; and the remaining eight, 
though they had not that life, yet gave a list of the bishops, with the 
dates of their consecrations, which as effectually supports the registry 
as the actual reference : aiti the copies of an edition printed at Hanover 
are common, and that edition, containing the above mentioned list 
though not the life of Parker, refers to the London edition of 1572. 
Besides Cujas, who died in 1590, refers to the AntiquitateSf (Ad, Tit. 
28, de Appel. cap. qua parte 25.) Thynne, in his abridgment of the 
lives of the Archbishops oi Canterbury, inserted in HoUinshead's Chro- 
nicle at j9. 1435, refers to it, and Hollinshead was published in 1586 ; 
and Camden, in his Description of England, gives a long extract from it, 
enumerating the bishoprics into which England waa divided, and this 
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book was first printea at London in 1586, then in 1590 at Frankfort, 
and then in London in 1600, and again in 1607. Of this last edition, 
Hardouin asserts that it does not refer to Parker. Now the fact is that 
it contains exactly the very passage above mentioned, as maybe seen at 
page 116, the last page of the BHUannia Divisio, In the edition of 
1536, the passage will be found at page 58. Elringtoii 39. note. 

But asElrington is a controversial writer, we shall sustain 
his testimony by that of Anthony a Wood, a mere antiquary. 
" When Queen Elizabeth came to the crown, Dr. Parker, although a 
married man, (for bis wife died not till 17th August, 1570) was nomi- 
nated to the see of Canterbury, after several persons had refused it; 
whereupon being consecrated thereunto in the archbishop's chapel, at 
Lambeth, 17th of December, 1559, (after a sermon, invocation of the 
Holt Ghost, and celebration of the Eucharist had been performed) by 
the laying on of hands of three bishops, viz: Will, Barlow^ B. of B. 
and Wells f John Scorey of ChiehetteTf and Miles Coverdale of Exf- 
ter, (assisted also by John Hodgeskyn^ Suffragan Bishop of Bedford^) 
sat there with great honor, until the tinse of his death. He was a reli- 
gious and learned man, of modest manners and behaviour. He was 
well read in English history, very studious and skilful in antiquities, a 
worthy patron of good learning, and a diligent and curious collector of 
ancient MSS. that had been scattered at the dissolution of the monasteries 
which he gave to die college where he had been educated. He is also 
reported to have been a person of great charity, a noted benefactor to 
the public, and an eminent ornament to the places which gave him birth 
and education. 

The chief book which he wrote and published, (assisted therein, as it 
is said, by his servant or chaplain, John Josline,) was that entitled, De 
Antiquitate Brittannia Eccletiaf et privilegii* Ecclesics Cantuari- 
entis, cum Archiepiscopis ejusdem 70, LondL 1572-3. Most of the 
copies of this impression that were commonly sold, conclude with the 
life of Reynold Pole, Archbishop of Canterbuiy, who died in 1558. The 
other copies which remained, and were to be bestowed on public libra- 
ries, or else to be given to special friends, had in the year 1574, added 
to them. 1st. The life of the author, Matthew Parker, containing 29 
pages. 2d. A catalogue of such books which he gave to the common 
library at Cambridge, containing 4 pages. 3d. A catalogue of chancel- 
lors, vice chancellors, proctors of, and doctors of all faculties, that took 
their degrees in, Cambridge, containing 6 pages. Before which cata- 
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logues are the arms of every college and hall there, with the areay or 
platform of the common schools, the arms and seal of the university, and 
seal of the chancellor thereof. 4th. A catalogue from 1500 to 1571, of 
all the bishops that have been educated in Cambridge, among which have 
been divers that have been bred in Oxon. who have only taken one de- 
gree, and perhaps that neither, there. 5th. The titles of such charters 
that have been granted to that universitj', by divers Kings and Queens, 
from Henry III. to the thirteenth or fourteenth of Queen Elizabeth. 6th. 
An account of the particulars that are successively delivered to the mag- 
istrates and servants of the said university, when they enter into their re- 
spective places. 7th. The foundation of each college and hall in Cam- 
bridge, with the building of the public schools, and an enumeration of the 
old hostles. All which contained under this seventh head, were involved 
in the first book of the Hittory of the University of Cambridge, writ- 
ten by Dr. Jo, Cay^ printed at London, 1574, in qu. As for the life of 
the said Matihew Parker t mentioned under the first head, it was as soon 
as it peeped into the world, translated into English, under this title, 
" The life of the 70th Archbishop of Canterbury, presently sitting, 
EngUshed," SfC, This number of 70 is so complete a one, as it is a 
great pity that there should be one more, <$<c. Printed in Holland, in 
a Dutch character, 1574, in oct. It was translated by a thro-paced 
separatist, with very vile notes added in the margin, endeavoring to 
bring an odium on the Archbishop, and make him ridiculous, for erecting 
his monument while he ^yed"— 'Wood. Athen. Oxon, vol. i. col. 688, 
689.— L(/6 of Pole among the Bishops, folio, ^d edition, London, 
1721.> 

XI. Fuller, the Church historian, mentions the transaction 
in the following manner. After giving some account of Par- 
ker and his election, he inserts a copy from Parker^s Register, 
of the significavit of the 6th December, and then goes on in 
these words : 

'^ But the old bishop of Llandaff appeared not at the consecration, 
terrified, say the Papists, by Boner's threats, so as to absent himself, 
which others do not believe. For he that feared not the lion out of the 
grate, — would he be frighted with the lion within the grate 7 If Boner, 
when at liberty, could not deter him from taking the oath of supremacy, 
improbable it is that, when now detained prisoner in the tower, he could 
dissuade him from his obedience to his sovereign. More likely it is, that 

' See Note C. at the end of this Essay. 
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hit abience (as also Bishop Bale's and the Suffragan's, of Thetford,) was 
occasioned by their indisposition of body, and infirmity of old age." 

'* But the other four bishops appeared,—-William Barlow, John Scory, 
Miles Ccyverdale, and John Hodgeskin ; by whom Matthew Parker was 
solemnly ccMisecrated December 17th, in manner and form following.*- 
Tbe east part of the ch^>el of Lambeth was hung with tapestry, th» 
floor spread with red cloth ; chairs and cushions are conveniently placed 
for the purpose. Morning prayer being solemnly read by Andrew Peer- 
»on, the Archbishop's chaplain. Bishop Scory went up in the pulpit, and 
took for his text — " The elders which are among you, I exhort, who also 
am an elder, and a witness of the sufferings of Christ," &c. — 1 Pet. v. 
1. Sermon ended and the Sacrament administered, they proceed to the 
consecration. The Archbishop had his rochet on, with Hereford and 
the Suffragan of Bedford ; Chichester wore a silk cope, and Coverdale a 
plain cloth gown down to his ancles. All things are done conformable 
to the book of ordination,— Litany sung, the Queen's patent for Paiker's 
consecration audibly read by Dr. Vale. He is presented, the oath of 
supremacy tendered to him, taken by him, hands reverently imposed on 
him, and all with prayers, begun, continued, concluded." — FuUeT^% 
Church HUiarif of Britainj Book ix. gee, 1, par, 23, 36, vol, ii. pp, 
452, 453, Edii. London, 1842. 

He then proceeds to speak of the Nag's-head story, against 
winch he argues upon probable grounds, and then adds this 
remarkable fact : 

'< Besides Charles Howard, Elarl of Nottingham, (not more famous 
for the coronet of a count, than for the crown of old age,) alive in the 
latter end of the reign of King James, being requested of a friend whe- 
ther he could remember Matthew Parker's consecration, gave an exact 
account of ^ same solemnly performed in Lambeth chapel, being him- 
self an eye witness thereof, and an invited guest to the great feast kep^ 
there that day; therefore the more observant of all particular passages 
thereat, because the said Archbishop was related to him i^ % kinsman." 
—Idem, 29, 30, pp. 454, 455. 

XII. There is preserved in Corpus Christi College, a pri- 
vate memorandum book, all in Parker's handwriting, of 
which the following is an extract:— ** 1559, 17 December, 
Ann. 1559, Chnsecratus sum in Arddtpiseopo Cantuariens. 
In English, *' 1559, 17 December, 1559, I was consecrated 

6 
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Archbishop of Canterbury." — Elrington, 103, and Appendix 

Such is the body of evidence in proof of the fact which 
we have undertaken to establish. We hesitate not to say 
that it is such as to authorise us to conclude this essay, in 
the words with which it was begun — Matthew Parker was 
consecrated a bishop on the 17th December, 1559. 

NOTE A. 
THE CONGE D'ELIRE FOR PARKER. 

This conge d'elire is extant, printed in Rymer xv. 536 ; it it also to be 
seen in Cranmer's Register, from whence it has been published in Bram- 
hairs Works. It is in these words : 

Elizabeth Dei gr'a Anglie iTrancie, et Hibemie Regina ffidei defens. 
etc. Dilectis nobis in Xpo Decano et Cap't*lo eocrie Metropolitice 
Cantuar. Salutem. Ex parte v'ra nobis est humil'r Supplicatum, 
Ut cum eccl'ia predicta, per mortem nataralem Reverendissimi in Xpo, 
patris et d'ni, d*ni Reginaldi Pole, Cardinalis ultimi Archie'pi ejusdem 
iam vacat, et Pastoris sit Solatio destituta, alium vobis eligend, in 
Archie'pum et pastorem, L'niam n*ram fundatoriam, vobis concedere 
dignaremur. Nos precibus v'ris in hac parte fevorabil'r incfinati, 
L'niam illam vobis duximus concedend. Rogantes q'd talem vobis eli- 
gatis in Archie*pum et pastorem qui Deo devotus nobisq; et Regno n*ro 
utilis et fidelis existat. In cujus Rei Testimonium has literas n'ras fieri 
fecimus patentes, Teste meip*a apud Westm. decimo octavo die Julii 
Anno Kegmn*n^rimo.^Bramhairs WorkSf New Edit. vol. in. p. 190. 

The election took place on the first of August, 1559. — Ibid, 194, 5, 6. 

NOTE B. 
ON THE RECORD OF PARKER'S CONSECRATION. 

To the record from which the one spoken of in the text is extracted, 
there is, in the new edition of Bramhall, annexed the following note, vol. 
iii. p, 173, noU a. 

" The record here printed occupies from the 2nd to the 11th leaf (in- 
clusive) of vol. i. of Archbishop Parker's Register, the Ist leaf being 
emblazoned with his arms and motto, and the 2nd containing the title of 
the entire volume engrossed in large capitals. The remaiodcar of the 

^ See poBtf Appendix, No. xiii. 



ARCHBISHOP PARKRR. 63 

volume consists of 1. succeeding eonfinnations and conieerations up to 
tbose of Edm. Frcake to the see of Rochester (March 3 and 9, 1571 — 2) 
incliia. folio 12 a — 145 b, (the concluding portion of Freake*8 record 
being entered, for want of room, in a later page, folio 213 b, 214 b.) 
2. InduetiorUt &c. by the Archbishop, in different sees of his province, 
during the Vacancies, within a similar period, folio 146 a — 213 b. 3. 
Commisnons during a similar period, including accounts of Ordina- 
tionSf first up to May 28, 1560, while Anthony Huse was primary Re- 
gistrar, fol. 217 a — ^221 a, next from June 2, 1560, while John Incent 
held the same office, fol. 221 a— 299 b. 4. Visitations, fol. 301 b— 
339 b. 5. Inductions, &c. within the Archbishop's own diocese during 
a similar period, fol. 340 a — 411 a, being the end of the volume. A 
second volume continues all five clashes of entries to the close of Par- 
ker's primacy, including also the register of the see between Parker's 
death and Whit gift* s appointment, [qu Grindal's 7] Both are entire 
volumes, and not (as is Cranmer's) collections of loose leaves bound to- 
gether at the Archbishop's death ; which is proved of vol. i. by the re- 
cord of Freake's consecration above mentioned. 

" That the record here printed is an original portion of the volume to 
which it belongs, is proved, — 1. by the reference to it for details of ar- 
rangement and form of consecration employed in the records of twelve 
succeeding consecrations, die last in folio 80 a, — ^2. by its agreement 
witii the entries nnder the several " Vacancies above mentioned, the ear- 
liest acts of jurisdiction by Parker, (among some hundreds,) bearing 
date Dec. 11 and 12, 1559, (viz. probate of will in Lincoln dioc. folio 
150 a, and institut. of John Oxenbridge to Church of Llanynis, Bangor 
dioc. fol. 148 a,) i. e. two and three days after the date assigned to Par- 
ker's confirmation,— -3. by its agreement with the commissions entered 
under the 3rd head above mentioned, o( which the earliest is dated Dec. 
20, 1559, — 4. by the hand-writing, which is the same with that of the 
immediately subsequent entries,— {the marginal headings being given in 
another hand, and eight or ten corrections, for the most part of no im- 
portance, and the paragraphs at the foot of fol. 2 b, 3 b, being added in 
a third hand,)—- and 5. by the paging. The genuineness of the entire 
volume is proved (to say nothing of the absurdity of supposing a folio 
volume of 411 pages, filled with matter so multifarious and circumstan- 
tial, to be a forgery,) by the non-existence of any other Register of Par- 
ker's Archiepiscopal acts, by the agreement of this in hand-writing and 
appeanmoe with what it professes to be, by the minute consistency of 
its several parts one with another, (e. g. the dates under the * Vacaqcie«; 
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of the several seeo exactly tallying with the dates assigned to the severtJ 
consecrations which filled up each vacancy,) hy its exact correspondence 
in the order of the consecrations recorded with the order of precedence 
among the several hishops concerned, in convocation and parliament, by 
its equally exact correspondence in a multiplicity of names and dates 
with the Registers of the chapters of the several sees of the province, 
and with the Rolls, by the detailed references to it in the life of Parker, 
in the De Antiq. Brit. Eccl. (1572,) and from thence in Hollinshead in 
1586, and by its agreement with all that is known, from other sources 
of the several bishops and other persons mentioned. That the last three 
arguments apply also directly to the particular record of Parker's con- 
firmation, &,c" Proofs of this are given, but the details cannot be 
made intelligible within the very moderate space which we can afford. 

The note goes on, 

" The objections to the genuineness of that record, rest either upon 
the misprints in the folio edition of BramhalFs Works, or upon the mis- 
take in the Rolls noticed below, or upon the additional sentences printed 
here in italics.'' Those above said to have been added in a third hand, . 
in folios 2 and 3 of the Register, to which we mean to return. The note 
of Mr. H. goes on without closing the sentence :— -'^ or upon the asser- 
tion, that the Register was not produced, although called for, until the 
time of Mason, when the witnesses were all dead, the truth being that 
it was quoted, although not called for, in 1572 and 1586, and referred 
to in 1565, although undoubtedly not printed at length, so as to publish 
the witnesses' names, until 1676, — or lastly, upon the misquotations of 
Butler, Sutcliffe, and the (confessedly inaccurate) first edition of 
Godwin. 

" It," the record, ** is re-printed here," in the new edition of Bram- 
haU, " from the original Register, the contractions, stops, and orthogra- 
phy being retained with as much exactness as in so long a record and 
with ordinary types is attainable. 

" The record of the consecration of Parker, headed Rituum et Cere- 
moniarum Ordo, &c. has been printed also by Percival, (Appendix A.;) 
and the whole record was printed (for the first time) at the end of the 
folio edition of Bramhall's Works, in 1676—7 ; and collated for Coura- 
yer in 1725."— See po^, Appendix, No. viii. 

This is a long note, but as two or three things in it require explana- 
tion, we must detain the reader a few minutes longer. The paragraphs 
said to be added in a third hand, on folio 2, are a memorandum of the 
death of Anthony Huse, and of the succession to him of John Incent as Re- 
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giatrar, and a siinilar memorandiim of the death of Archbishop Paiker. 
The paragraph on folio 3, is appended to the significayit of the 6th Dec. 
and is the legal opinion of the validity of that document, which will be 
found in onr Appendix, No. z. 

The mistake in the Rolb alluded to, relates to the name of Hodgeskin. 
His true name was John, but he is called in the rolls Richard|-"-themis* 
take is continued in the Register, and afterwards corrected. Mr. H., 
page 178, note n, says, " In the original (i. e. the Register) it was writ 
* Riehardo' first, which has a dash through it, and ' Joannt' is writ OTer, 
{by the durd hand.) Note by the editor of the fol. edition of Bramhall's 
Works, appended by mistake in that edition to the word ' Johanni,' im- 
mediately following in the text. It stands ' Riehardo* in the roll, and 
therefore (most probably) in the original patent ; whence arises a strong 
presumption for the genuineness of the Register." 

In addition to this very interesting account of the original record of 
Fazker^s confirmation and consecration, we copy the following valuable 
note from Mr. Haddan's edition of Bramhall, because it contains some 
fecte of which we were not aware before we saw it ; although a portion 
of its eontmits is to be found in our own text. 

<' This record (besides its own agreement with the writs from the 
RoDs, as urged in the text" of Bramhdl, " and the exact correspondence 
of the records of the following consecrations, contained in the same re- 
gister, with the registers of the respective sees,) is confirmed by the fol- 
lowing MS. or printed evidence : — 1. the transcript of it in the library 
of C. C. C. Cambridge ;" — see our text. Essay II. number IV . page 59 ; 
" 2. Parker's MS. Diary in the same library, printed by Strype, (Par- 
ker, Append, num. ix.) receding his own consecration to the Abpric. on 
Dec. 17, 1559;"— see our Appendix, No. xiii; " 3. Reg. of Chapter of 
Canterb. recording acts of jurisdiction by the Chapter during the vacancy 
ef the Abpric. up to Dec. ft, 1559, (in Lambeth library; extracts printed 
in Couray. Def. de la Diss. Pr. Just. art. viti. $ 1 ;) 4. Reg. of Prero- 
gative Court, recording the probates of wills ; the commissary of which 
court (Dr. Haddon) acted in the name of the Chapter of Canterbuiy, 
prior to December 10, 1559, (on which day intelligence of Parker's con- 
firmation, Dec. 9, would be received,) in that of Parker as Abp. ' elect 
and confirmed,' firom thence to Dec. 15, inclusive, in that of Parker 
as Abp. without this additional clause after Dec. 17, (extracu ap. 
Couray. ibid $ 2;)" — see the extracts mentioned in the two last clauses 
in our Appendix, Noe. xiv. xv. ; ** 5. Reg. of same Court regarding goods 
of persons dymg intestate, headed 9 Dec, 1559, and in the name of 
6» 
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Parker m Abp. (Couray. Ibid. $ 3;) 6. Parker's owii Register, 
wherein the last two changes of No. 4 occur, with the same dates, 
(Couray. ibid. art. ix. and liv. iii. c. I ;) 7. Writs addressed to the Dean 
and Chapter of Canterbury, * Sede Archiepisc. Cant, vacante/ relating 
to induction into benefices, dated Sept. 27, Oct. 6, Oct. 9, 1559, (Ry- 
mer torn, xv. pp. 542 — 544;) 8. Abp. Parker's statute for the Court 
of Arches, containing a calendar wherein his consecration, * XYI. Kal« 
Jan., is recorded, (see Couray. ibid. liv. iii. c. 1, ^ 4 ;) 9. a table of the 
consecration of Paiker himself, and the other bishops consecrated by 
him, from 1560 to 1571^ printed in some copies of the De Antiq. Brit. 
Eocl. (p. 39, ed. Hanov.) in 1572;" — see note B immediately following 
this note ; " 10. MS. note by John, eldest son of Abp. Parker, giving 
(among others, the date of his consecration, in a copy of De Antiq. Biit. 
Eccl. once belonging to the Earl of Sunderland, now in Lambeth Libra- 
ry, ^nted in Couray. (ibid. Pr. Just. art. xiii. $ 2,) and Todd, (Ace. 
of I«amb. MSS. num. 959.) A corresponding absUract in MS. of the 
particulars of Parker's consecration is in the same book, Couray. ibid.. 
$ 3. Todd. ibid. num. 959, $ 58;) 11. The life of Parker in Ae De 
Antiq. Brit. Eccl. itself in 1572— 3; "—see note B potti " 12. the other 
authors who have cited the register before Mason ; 13. The Zurich Let- 
ters; 14. (The * Lyfe* of Parker in 1574," see note B, post,) " which con- 
firms the general account of the register, but does not enter into details. 
In the margin of the older copy of the original * Historiola,' in C. C« C. 
Libraiy, the correct date is written in the same hand'Writing with that 
of the MS. itself, viz: Jocelyn's, (see Master's Hisr. of Benet Coll. p. 
113, ed. Lamb.) These ara all (one excepted) independent evidences, 
the MSS. derived from five widely separated places, eight of them con- 
temporary with the consecration itself, five others within twenty yean 
following^ and all prior to Mason. Against it have been urged, (of the 
same kind of evidence ;) 1. a commission authorising Parker, among 
otherSi to administer the oath of supremacy, dated Oct. 20, 1559, (Ry- 
mer, torn. xv. pp. 546, 547,) and 2. the Heralds patent, authorising an 
addition to his arms, dated Nov. 23, 1559, (ap. Strype, Paiker, bk. i. 
c. 10 i) in both of which he is styled ' Cantuariensis ArchiepisGopus,' 
without the edition of * elect,' but these relate to civil acts, and naturally 
ibUow the use of ordinary language, (see Couray. Def. de la Diss. liv. 
iii. c. 3, Supplem. ex.;) 3. The silence of Stow in his Chfomcle; 4. 
Hollinshead, who mentions (Chron. voL iii. p. 1186i,) the commitlttl of 
Tonstall (deprived after Sept. 29, died Nov. 18, 1559,) to Parker's ca«- 
tody, as Archbishop and residing at I«ambeth ; which faot> dated as it is 
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two months after Paiker'i election to the see, proves merely that he was 
aJlowed to hold part of the temporalities before consecration. "-^Bram- 
hairs Works, New Edit. vol. iii, p. 85, note f. 

Mr. Haddan has been at the trouble of having the rolls consiiltedy ** in or- 
der to correct the errors and supply the deficiencies of Rymer.** As such 
an exaniinati6n was on many accounts desirable, we take the liberty of in- 
serting the result in this place, to which it is periiaps as appropriate 
as to any other. 

** The result of the examination/' says Mr. Haddan, "is as follows i 
that in the first edition of Rymer, all the Episcopal documents enrolled ,^ t 
for ^ years 1559 — ^1561 are printed, except one, (viz : significavit for ' 
Grindall, Dec. 18, 1559, directing confirmation and consecration, and in 
regular form,) and subject to the following corrections r— Ely, Cox, sig- 
mficavit, date should be Dec. 18, (not 28,) 1559, (R. xv. 552,) — Can- 
teriniiy, Parker, second significavit, the word * electo' should be inserted be- 
fore * Herefoidensi,' in the description of Scory, (R. xv. 540.)— Hereford 
Scory, significavit, the name spelt rightly, Scory, (not Story,) and the 
clanee directing consecration not inserted, (R. xv. 551.) Barlow, Chi- 
chester, significavit, similar clause not inserted, (R. xv. 551.) All these 
eorreotions, except that relating to Parker's significavit, are made in 
the later editions o£ Rymer. — ^Further, in the Roll of Summons for 28 
Hen. VHI. ' the reading is rather obscure, but seems to be ' T. Mene- 
ven.' as given by Rymer,' and in the similar roll of 33 Hen. VIII. which 
is in good condition, the reading is most plainly T. Meneven. as given 
l^ Rymer,' while unfortunately the duplicates of these summons which 
< exist for some years about this period, on what are called the Parliament 
Pawns,' do not exist for these two years. — The date of the Conge d'Elire 
for Home is inexplicable;*^ unless my own supposition may be admitted, 
—that it has been entered upon the rolls of the wrong year. That it is 
the Conge d'EUire for Home, appears from its describing the see as va* 
cant 'per l^timam de|Hivationem ultimi Episcopi ejusdem; scil. oi 
White; while the similar writ fw Pilkington is enrolled besides. — It 
shcifuld be added, that although fees were due for the enrollment of the 
documents relating to a bishop's admission to his see, it does not follow 
that all the do<mments were enrolled, for the fee might be taken and the 
duty omitted, inasmuch as the absence oi the enrollment would not in 
all probability be discovered by any of the parties concemed."— -Bram- 
halTs Works, Ne» Edit, voL iii. note ton lawt page of " Preface,*' 

^ This writ is entered on the rolls of 3 Eliz. which would 1561. 
The year is not given in the document iuelf. 
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NOTE C. 
ON THE BOOK CALLED "DE ANTIQUITATES BRIT- 
TANNIN." 

The book caHed " Antiquitates Brittanise" is so important a feature in 
this controversy, that we shall make no apology for giving in this note laiige 
extracts upon the subject, from Archbishop Bramhall, and his recent ex-* 
cellent editor, Mr. Haddan. The first says ; " Christian reader, whereas 
there is mention made in this treatise of a book, entituled ArUiquitates 
Britiania, printed first at London, in Latin, by John Day, the Queen's 
printer, in the year 1572, and re-printed at Hannow [Hanover] in the 
year 1605, — ^be pleased to take notice of these two things : 

*' First, that it is not material to our present controversy, whether 
Archbishop Parker himself, or his domestic chaplain, John Jocelyn, 
were the author of that book ; or perhaps the chaplain author of the 
Archbishop's life, (as a subject more proper for hi» pen than his mas* 
ter's,} and the ArcUbishop himself of all the other lives. This is undoubt- 
edly true, that it was writtlNi at the Archbishop's charge and by his ap- 
pointment! and was approved and authorised by himself, and published 
to the world three years before his death. 

** Secondly, that since the publishing of this treatise, I have found in 
the library of my kind friend, Mr. Michael Honnywood, (whom I nam* 
on purpose, that they may view it who have a desire,) an old translation 
(as the character itself doth testify sufficiently) of the last of those sev- 
enty lives (namely, of Archbishop Parker himself) into English, which 
dpth more concern this cause than all the rest ; printed in the year 1574, 
that is, two years after the first edition of ** AaitiqvUatea BrittannuSf 
one year before the death of Archbishop Parker, thirty years before tbif 
abortive fable was hatched, and forty years before Mr. Mason's book 
was printed. 

" Who translated it, and who printed it,, is unknown ; neither of them 
durst avouch it : but this is evident by his mistranslations, and by the 
title, (wherein he wishetb, that as Austin' was the first, so Matthew 
might be the last. Archbishop of Canterbuiy,) and by his marginal notes 
every where, (as for instance, where he scoffeth at cur * Poope holy' or- 
ders,) thikt the translator was a most virulent adversary both of Arch- 
bishop Parker and of the Church of England. Yet notwithstanding his 
snarling humor, where it is related in Archbishop Parker's life, how he 
was ' consecrated by four bishops according to the law,' and how all the 
other bishops were legally consecrated by him,, this Rabshakeh stands, 
like the picture of Silence in, a l^eathenish temple, with bis finger in his 
mouth, and was not able to contradict it, who» you may be sure, woukl 
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ba^e Diade good sport with the NagVhead ordination, if any such thing 
had been heard of in those dayg« 

" The use I make of this is double.— First, it sheweth undeniablyi that 
the legal consecration of our Protestant bishops was published to the 
world, in print, both in Latin and English, in the beginning of Queen 
Elizabeth's reign ; and could not be contradicted tlien by the greatest 
adversaries of our Church. Secondly, that the exception, which the 
English Non-conformists in those days did take to our Episcopal orders, 
was not the want of consecration, but legal consecration itself; upon 
which ground, this translator nick-named them * Foope holy' orders."-— 
Works, New Edit, vol. Hi. pp. 11 to 14. 

Upon this passage Mr. Haddan has favored us with several learned 
notes ; two of which we shall take the liberty of transcribing. The first 
relates to the authenticity of the Antiquitates. 

" Le Quien and Harduin have questioned the genuineness of the edi- 
tion of this book," the A/Uiquitates, "in 1572 ; but with an entire igno- 
rance of the state of the case, and upon almost childish pretences. The 
evidence of its genuineness consists ;^1. in the quotation of it by a 
chain of authors, — from the Puritan ' Lyfe,' (mentioned in note f below,) 
in 1574, Powell in 1583, Thynne in Hollmshead in 1585, Camden in 
1586, Cujas in 1589, and eight others at similar intervals to 1610, (see 
the references in Drake's Preface to his hst edition of the book, Lon- 
don, foL 1729;) 2. in the known existence, in 1724, of twenty-one copies 
of it, thirteen containing the life of Parker, 50 being the number origi- 
nally printed, (see a list of their then owners, in a letter of Drake's, in 
County. Def. de la Diss., Pr. Just. art. xii. dated Nov. 15, 1724,) and 
some of them MS. notes and entries of considerably earlier date than 
1605, (e. g. a presentation copy to the Earl of Arundel from Parker 
himself, now in the Cotton Library, and another, now in the Bodleian 
Library, presented ' 5th Januarii 1593,' to Richard Cosin, by John Par- 
ker, the Archbishop's eldest son ; and another in the Lambeth Library, 
which belonged originally to the same John Parker, — the same which 
passed subsequently into tbe hands of the Earl of Sunderland, — see an 
account of it by Dr. Ducarel, in Todd's Ace. of Lamb. MSS. No. 959, 
and Couray. Def. de la Diss. Pr. Just. art. xiii. ; and also see below, p. 
123, note g ;) 3. in the existence of two letters of Parker's own, one to 
C. C. C, Cambridge, (printed in Drake, Pref. before quoted,) speaking 
of the book as his own, the other accompanying a presentation copy, to 
the Lord Treasurer Burghley, in Append, to Strype's Parker, num. 
bcxxix.; 4. in the existence among the Cotton manusciipts of the origi- 
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nal collections, &c. which formed the foundation of the work, and were 
made by Jocelyn, the Archbishop's secretary, Dr. Yale, and others, 
(see Strype, Parker, bk. iv. c. 23 ; — Plantas, Catalogue of Cotton MSS. ) 
And this evidence in part applies to the life of Parker in particular, as 
well as to the book in general. Against it, objectors have nothing to urge 
but a difficulty about the death of Parker being mentioned in a book, 
written by himself, — the fact being that it is not mentioned, (see below, 
p. 121, note z,) a mistake or misprint in Stow'a Annals, p. 639, ed. 
1615, — 'Barlow, Bishop of CAes^er, instead of Chichester, in 1559, 
Abp. Parker describing his see correctly, — and the rarity of the book, 
with the differences between the various copies of it, which are 8uffici» 
ently explained by the account given of the mode of its publication, and 
by Parker's great reluctance to publish it, (see his letter to Cecil just 
quoted. ) It should be added, that the Register or Table described be- 
low, p. 122, is expressly described and quoted in the Puritan Life, in 
1574, towards the end of the 2nd Part." 

The description of a Register or Table just refen^d to, as at pag^e 
122 of the 3d vol. of Bramhall's Works, is by that prelate himself, — we 
copy it from his text. — 

** The author," i. e. of the Antiquitates, " undertaketh to write the 
lives of seventy Archbishops of Canterbury, from Austin to Matthew 
Parker ; and having premitted some general observations ' conceming the 
antiquity* of Christian religion in Brittany, with the ' names of some 
Archbishops of London,' and * the original and changes of Episcopal 
sees in England,' and some other generalities conceming ' the privileges 
of the see of Canterburj^,' and the conversion of Kent, just before he en- 
ters upon the life of St. Austin, the first Archbishop, he presenteth the 
reader with a summary view of the Archbishopric of Canterbury, at that 
time when the book was first printed, in the year 1572 ; with the names 
of all the bishops of the province at that time, their coimtries, their arms, 
both of their sees and of their families, their respective ages, their uni« 
versities, their degrees in the schools, with the times of their several 
consecrations, if they were ordained bishops, or confirmations, if they 
were translated from another see. It is hardly possible for the wit of 
man to contrive more matter into a lesser room. Then he sets down a 
like table for the province of York ; and lastly, an alphabetical catalogue 
of the bishops, whose lives were described in this book, and among the 
rest. Archbishop Parker, whose life (if you call it 'foisting*) is 'foisted* 
out of this Hannow edition. If this hath ' no connexion or affinity 
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with that which goeth before and followeth after/ I know not what con* 
nexion or affinity is. 

" YcMir friend's last exception agninst the authori^ of that book, call- 
ed Antiquiiaies Brittannut^ is that it containeth more things done after 
Matthew Parker had written that book. So you confess, that Arch- 
hishop Parker himself (about whom all our controversy is) was the au- 
thor of that book, wherein I agree with you. The conclusion of the 
preface, and many other reasons, invite me to do so. Surely this author 
meant, that there is something contained in this register, which is not 
within the compass of the following lives in the Honnow edition, (that 
radj well be, because Matthew Parker's life is fuisled out in this edi- 
tion;) but there is nothing which was not in the London edition, much 
more lai^ely than it is in this register, especially for the confirmations 
and consecrations of our Protestant bishops : there is nothing after the 
time when this register was made, which is prefixed in the frontispiece 
of it in the Hannow edition, with M. P. for Matthew Parker. Matthew 
Parker died May the 27tfa, [17th,] anno 1575; he printed his book at 
London, three years before his death, without the author's name, in (he 
year 1572. I appeal to the ingenuous reader, (let him be of what com- 
munion he will, or never so full of prejudice,) whether it be credible^ that 
Archbishop Parker^s own book should be printed in London by the 
Queen's printer, in his lifetime, and have any thing foisted unto it con- 
trary to his sense."— framAaZTs Work^, New Edit, vol. Hi. pp. 122, 
123, 124. 

To the words " M. P. for Matthew Parker," in this passage, Mr. 
Haddan has appended the following note, which is the same to which 
he refers in the note we have copied above, as ''p. 123, note g." 

" The last date in the abovementioned table or register, (whether in 
the editions of 1572 or 1605,) is that of the consecration of Edmund 
Freake to the see of Rochester, 9 March, 1571, (i. e. 1571 — 2.) A 
list of kings and contemporary archbishops, which occurs likewise in 
many copies of the edition of 1572, but is not in the Hannow edition, 
extends to Abp. Parker inclusive as printed, but with the addition in 
MS. of Grindall and Whitgift, and no more in one copy in the Bodleian ; 
as is the case also with a list of Cambridge bishops, in the account of 
Cambridge University, which is added to most of the copies of the edit, 
of 1572, in that preserved in the Merton Library. These maybe added 
to the multiplied proofs of the absurdity of supposing the edition of 1572 
to have been a forgeiy of 1605. Further, May 27, in the text, is a mis- 
print or mistake for May 17 ; the day on which the Archbishop really 



/ 



72 ARCHBISHOP PARKER. 

died, (Strype's Parker, bk. iv. c. 44.) And lastly, the table in question 
contains several errors, one or two in common with the life of Parker it- 
self others either obvious misprints, or as obviously arising from cafe- 
Icssness." 

We now turn to the second note of Mr. Haddan, which we promised 
our readers upon page 69. It relates to the Puritan ** Lyfe" of Parker, 
which Bramhall saw in Honnywood's library, and is as fuUows : 

** The book meant is a translation, not of the life of Parker in the De 
Antiq. Brit. Eccl. but of another life of him, (in many passages substan- 
tially the same,) contained in a little Latin book, belonging to Corpus 
Christ! College, Cambridge, ' called Historiola, being a MS. declaring 
briefly the History of the Foundation and the successive masters of that 
College,* (of which Parker was one;) writ by the Archbishop's own di- 
rections, about the year 1569, and still preserved with great esteem in 
the College," (Strype, Parker, book iv. c. 42 ; — there are two copies of 
the MS. in C. C. C. Library, the older of them in the hand-writing of 
Jocelyn; — see Master's Hist, of C. C.X). p. 113, edit. Lamb.) It is 
entitled, ' The Lyfe of the 70 Archbishopp off Canterbury, presentee sit- 
tinge Englished, and to be added to the 69 lately sett forth in Latin ;— 
this numbre off seventy is so compleat a number, as it is a great pitie 
ther shold be one more ; but that as Augustin was the first, so Mathew 
might be the last, imprinted 1574,' no place or name ; and contains, — 
1, * Historiola, or a Little Story of the Actes and Life of Mathew, now 
Archbishoppe of Canterb.' 2, a virulent invective against the De Antiq. 
Brit. EccU (of which the author had seen a copy without the life of Par* 
ker,) headed, ' To the Christian Reader, peace with Christe and war 
with Antechriste,' — ^it is a little duodecimo pamphlet in an old character, 
(Dutch, according to Wood, Athen, Oxon. vol. ii. c. 983, ed. Bliss.) 
The supposed author was Dr. Aldrich, Master of C. C. College, from 
1569 until his ejection by Parker's means, in 1573, * for notorious non- 
conformity,' and frequent violations of the College statutes, (Le Neve; 
Stiype, Parker, bk. iv. cc. 27, 42 ; — Lindsaj', Pref. to Mason's Vindic. 
p. 95, note o ;— Wood Fasti T. i. col. 172, ed. Bliss;) but Stiype, al- 
though he allows that Aldrich was probably * privy' to the transaction, 
inclines rather to attribute the pamphlet to John Stubbs, the sam.e who 
lost his rightrhand ' not many years after, for bold and rebellious writ- 
ing,' (Parker, bk. iv. c. 42.) Baker, the antiquarian, also acquits Ald- 
richy because the translation in question is made from a copy of the His- 
toriola belonging to the University Library at Cambridge, not from those 
bttlonging toC. C. C. (Master's Account of Benet Coll. Life of Aldrich.) 
^—Ridf p. 12, note/. 



ESSAY III. 

THE NAG'S HEAD FABLE, 

^HE Nag's-head fable, is a story, first publised early in the 
seventeenth century, that the Anglican bishops, in the early 
part of Elizabeth's reign, were not consecrated ; but passed 
through a profane parody of consecration, at a tavern called 
the Nag's-head, in Cheapside. Mr. Kenrick wishes his read- 
ers to believe this story, although he declines to say that he 
believes it himself. One of his chapters is entitled, ** General 
observations, on the story of the Nag's-head consecration.'' 
It contains ^ve observations, of which we give the first 
entire. 

. " I do not undertake to establish die truth of the Nag'»4iead consecra- 
tion ; but merely to examine whether it be so entirely destitute of proba* 
bility or proof, as has been pretended ; and whether the vindicators of 
Catholic faith who publicly avowed their belief in its reality, at a period 
when they had better opportunities of ascertaining the truth than we now 
can possibly be supposed to have,—- were imposed on by an absurd tale. 
Hence, if the Nag's-head consecntion be disproved, the only consequence 
to be inferred is, that these latter were mistedcen ; it by no means follows 
that Parker was consecrated, which is a fact to be proved — ^like all other 
facts — by positive evidence ; and is not established, by the confutation of 
the extraordinary event that forms the subject of this iuquiiy." p, 77. 

We agree with our author that the disproving the Nag's- 
head fable, will not prove that Parker was consecrated. We 
therefore commenced by proving Parker's consecration at 
Lambeth, producing the evidence, and answering all the ob» 
jections to that evidence. We are now about to shew the 
falsity of the Nag's-head story ; «nd as a conmiencement we 
examine the " General observations" of our author. In so 
doing we remark that the proof of Parker's consecration, 
renders the travesty at the Nag's-head of all things the most 

7 
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absurd and improbable ; and that without reference to thd 
character of the actors. Let them be what they might, if 
they were, or expected to be, consecrated bishops, nothing 
can be more unlikely than that they would indulge in the 
coarse and ridiculous horse-play imputed to them by the 
authors of the Nag's-head fable. 

The first " General observation" of Mr. Kenrick we have 
given above, and we need only remark upon it, that it takes 
singularly low ground, representing the object of the writer 
to be "to examine whether it," the tale, "be so entirely des- 
titute of probability or proof as has been pretended and 
whether" those "who publicly avowed their belief in its re- 
ality were imposed upon by an absurd tale." 

The second " General observation" is that we must not 
think the story improbable " because Protestant clergyman 
set a high value on orders." 

" But we must remember that we have not to judge of our contempo* 
raries, but of Parker, and his compeers, who publicly avowed their dis- 
belief in the efficacy of the imposition of hands ;<^ and who, by the viola- 
tion of their solemn vows to Gon, by their duplicity, and the total want 
of principle which appears in their whole conduct have shown that they 
were capable of even still more serious profanations than that laid to 
their charge." p. 78. 

Now as to the disbelief of " Parker and his compeers" in 
the efficacy of the imposition of hands, it is enough to refer 
to what has been said, to the Articles, and the Homilies, 
which were their work, and to the Ordinal which they sanc- 
tioned. As to their moral character, it is not now to be 
affected by slanderous declamation ; and our author himself 
attemps nothing more. 

The third " General observation," relates to the improba- 
bility of a consecration having been intended to take place at 
a tavern. This objection, he answers, by saying that " man- 
ners are not precisely the same now as they were two hun- 
dred and eighty years ago." This is true, but every body 

^ See Chapter II., Kenrick. 
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knows that it is because less attention is now paid to external 
decorum. He then slips out of sight the fact that the alleged 
meeting was for the purpose of consecrating bishops, and 
talks of meetings of distinguished persons " clerical and lay" 
in London taverns, which for some purposes are certainly 
common enough. He next tells us that the Protestant wri- 
ters, who have denied the Nag*s-head consecration, have ad- 
mitted that the Prelates did actually dine at the Nag*s-head 
tavern. An admission which if made would help his case but 
little. How would the fact of their using the tavern for its 
proper purpose, shew that they had designed to use it as a 
church? How would it prove either a consecration of 
bishops or an intent to consecrate them there ? But the ad- 
mission has not, as we suppose, been made ; for the dinner 
spoken of by the writers, whom Mr. Kenrick cites, was given 
not to the prelates, but to the civilians or lawyers concerned 
in the ceremony of confirming Parker's election. Grindall, 
Sandys, Jewell and Horn, the four bishops named as having 
been at the Nag's-head for the purpose of consecration, had 
no earthly business there, and have never been admitted to 
have been there. Pai'ker was not present at the confirma- 
tion, and therefore probably not at the dinner. This ** Gen- 
eral observation" winds up with the following passage : 

** Dr. Heylin repeats the same thing, almost ia the same language : — 
* Bat to proceed/ says he, * unto the consecration of the new Archbishop 
th& first thing to be done after the passing of the royal assent for ratify- 
iDg of the election of the dean and chapter, was the confirming of it in 
the court of Arches, according to the usual form in that behalf: which 
being accordingly performed, the Vicar General, the Dean of the Arches, 
the proctors and officers of the court, whose presence was required at 
this solemnity, were entertained at a dinner provided for them at the 
Nag's-head in Cheapside ; for which, though Parker paid the shot, (that 
is, the reckoning,) yet shall the Church be called to an after-reckoning.' 
The Doctor then gives a minute account of the supposed consecration of 
^e 17 th of December, after which he says, that after the ceremony 
'there was a plentiful dinner for the entertainment of the company which 
resorted thither. Amongst whom Charles Howard (eldest son of Wil- 
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liam Lord Effingham, created afterwards Lord Admiral, and Earl of 
Nottizlghami) happened to be one, and after testified to the truth of all 
these particulars, when the reality and form of this consecration was 
called in question by some captious sticklers for the Church of Rome. 

"For so it was, that some sticklers for the Church of Rome, having 
been told of the dinner which was made at the Nag's-head tavern, at 
such time as the election of the new Archbishop was confirmed in the 
Arches, raised a report that the Nag's-head tavern wad the place of con- 
secration. And this report was countenanced by another slander, caus- 
ing it to be noised abroad, and published in some seditious pamphlets, 
diat the persons designed by the Queen, for several bishoprics, being 
met at a tavern, did then and there lay hands on one another without 
form or order.'* 

" We may here remark the important fact, which this last extract 
from Heylin lets out ; namely,, that the Nag's-head consecration, instead 
of being first published fifty years after the event, as Protestant writers 
maintain, was noised abroad and published in some seditious pamphlets 
soon after the fact occurred. If it was not thought of until fifty years 
afterwards, how could Parker's dinner at Cheapside have been, as it 
confessedly was, the * small foundation of the story?' " pp. 79, 80, 81. 

The reader perceives that Heylin is produced to prove 
that the Nag's-head consecration, instead of being first pub- 
lished fifty years after the event, was " noised abroad and 
published in some seditious pamphlets, soon after the facts 
occurred,^* He also perceives that the words we have itali- 
cised are not in Heylin. But will it be believed that Heylin 
in a few lines gives a contradiction of them ? We give the 
whole passage from his book. 

"But to proceed unto the consecration of the new archbishop, the 
first thing to be done after the passing the royal assent for ratifiying of 
the election of the dean and chapter, was the confirming it in the Court of 
Arches according to the usual form in that behalf; which being accord- 
ingly performed, the Vicar Greneral, the Dean of the Arches, the proctors 
and officers of the court, whose presence was required at this solemnity, 
were entertained at a dinner provided for them at the Nag's-Head 
tavern in Cheapside ; for which although Parker paid the shot, yet shall 
the Church be called to an aftei>reckoning. Nothing remains to expedite 

« History of Queen Elizabeth, p. 121, 122. 
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the consecration bat the royal mandate, which I find dated on the siicth 
of December, directed to Anthony Kitchen, Bishop of LlandafF, William 
Barlow, late Bishop of Bath and Wells, Lord elect of Chichester, John 
Scory, late Bishop of Chichester, Lord elect of Hereford ; Miles Cover- 
dale, late Bishop of Exeter, John Hodgkins, Suffragan of Bedford, 
John , Suffragan of Thetford ; and John Bale, Bishop of Ossory 

in the Realm of Ireland, requiring them or any four of them at the least 
to proceed unto the consecration of the Right Reverend Matthew 
Parker, lately elected to the Metropolitical See of Canterbury. The 
first and the two last either hindered by sickness, or by some other 
lawful impediment, were not in a condition to attend the service ; which 
notwithstanding was performed by the other four on Sunday, the 17th of 
that month, according to the Ordinal of King Edwaixl theVI. then newly 
printed for that pnrpode. The ceremony was performed in the Chapel 
at Lambeth House, the east end whereof was hanged with rich tapestry, 
and the floor covered with red cloth ; the morning service was read by 
Peerson, the Archbishop's Chaplain, the sermon preached by Dr. Scory, 
Lord elect of Hereford, on those words of St. Peter, ' The elders which 
are among you I exhort,' &.C., 1 Peter, v. 1. The letters patent for 
proceeding to the consecration publicly read by Dr. Vale, the act of con- 
secration legally performed by the imposition of the hands of the said 
four bishops, according to the ancient canons and King Edward's Ordinal ; 
and after all a plentiful dinner for the entertainment of the company 
which I'esorted thi^er ; amongst whom Charles Howard (eldest son of 
William Lord Effingham, created aflerwards Lord Admiral and Earl of 
Nottingham,) happened to be one; and after testified to the truth of all 
these particulars, when the reahty and form of this consecration was 
called in question by some captious sticklers for the Church of Rome. 

" For so it was that some sticklers for the Church of Rome having 
been told of the dinner which was made at the Nag's-head tavern at 
such time as the election of the new Archbishop was confirmed in the 
Arches, raised a report that the Nag's-head favcm was the place of con- 
secration. And this report was countenanced by another slander, causing 
it to be noised abroad^ and published in some seditiovs pamphlets, 
that the persons designed by the Queen for the several bishopricks 
being met at a tavern^ did then and there lay hands upon one another 
without form or order. The first calumny fathered upon one Neal, once 
Hebrew Reader in the University of Oxford, and chaplain unto Bishop 
Boner; which last relation were sufficient to discredit the whole tale, if 
there were no other evidence to disprove the 6ame. And yet the silence 
7* 
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of ALL Popish writers concerning this Nag's-head consecration 
during the whole reign of Queen Elizabethf when it had been most 
materialfor. them to have insisted upon it, as much discrediteth the 
whole figment as the author of it. The latter published by Dr. Nicholas 
Slanders, (never more truly Dr, Zanders than in that particular) in His 
pestilent and seditious book enticed * De Schismate Anglicano, 
whose frequent falsehoods m&ke him ne fit author to be built upon in 
any matter of importance.- Yet oq the credit of. thene two, but on the 
first especially, the tale of the Nag's-head consecration being once taken 
up, was genei^y exposed to sale,, as one of the most vendible com* 
modities in the writings of some Romish priests and Jesuits ; as Champney, 
Fitzsimmons, Parsons, Kellison, Sx/* 

Mr. Kenrick's copy of Heylin differs from the one toi 
which we have access. [Sd Edit., folio, London 1674.] He 
quotes from pp. 121, 122. We find the passage in the copy- 
before us stpp. 293, 294. 

Upon this passage in HeyKn we remark, that he is mis- 
taken in supposing the statement he mentions is in Sanders ; 
both Dr. Fuller and he have been deceived by the assertion 
of Kellison; but Mason denied the existence of any such, 
passage more than two centuries ago, and it has never been, 
pointed out. It seems to be admitted by Mr. Kenrick that 
** perhaps it is not'* in th£ book &n EngUsh schism, If it 
were we should be left in no dbubt on the subject. Besides 
the existence of such a statement- is disproved j by admissions, 
inconsistent with the story, in that very book. In one place 
he has this passage : 

" Ellizibetha quidem ita hsec [officia] per literas patentes^conferebat, 
ut tamen oportuerit eos, quibus coUata erant, a certis personis ac ritu 
etiam certo, secundum leges regni ordinari. Sandems de Schism, 
Ang. lib, 3f p. 349 — quoted by Cou^ayer, p. 34 in note, N. T. p. 
45. Elissabeth indeed confeired thes^ offices by letters patent, yet so 
as those who were thus collated, were required to be ordained by certain 
persons and a certain rite, according to the laws of the kingdom. 

And again : 

'^Decrevit ne quisquam electus in episcopum bullas pontificas seu 
mandatum Apostolicum de consecratione requireret, ged regium tantum 



TH£ NACKS-B£AD FABLB. 79 

diploma adfierret» seoaodumquod a tribos epiicopis cum consensu metro- 
poHtani ordinatis, jubebatur, lege comitiorum ^cta ad imitationeiii anti- 
quorum cauonumi esse yerus episcopus, nee alio modo ordinatum pro 
episcopo agnosci oportere. Sanderus de Sckismate AnglicanOf lih, 
3, p. 348, quoted by Courayer,, p. 59, in notCt N. T. p. 66. Thus 
translated in the text : " It in ordered that no person elected a bishop 
should obtain pontifical bulls or Apostolical mandfeites fOr consecration,, 
but should only exhibit the King's mandate; according to which he 
being ordained by three bishops with the consent of the metropolitan, 
by act of parliament, in conformity to the ancient canons, he is to be 
reputed a true bishop; nor was any one otherwise ordained to be 
acknowledged as such/' 

The fourth ** General observation" relates to the difficulty 
of obtaining consecration, ^hich difficulty we have shewa 
did not exist, and we have- also proved that a solemn con- 
^crat;io^ did actually take place. 

The- fifbh '* General observation" is that ** no opinion or 
expression of contempt, can invalidate the testimony of good 
and faith-worthy witnesses, who either testified what they 
had seen, or bore evidence to what they had heard from 
those who were eye witnesses of the affair, or who attest 
the public belief of its credibility,^^ ^, 83, 84. This is all 
very true, except thfit expressions of contempt, will prove 
that the public do not belie;ve the story, to. which they are 
applied. No man speaks contemptuously of that, which his 
contemporaries know to be true. But the proper answer 
is that no such witnesses have been produced ; as shcdl pre- 
sently be shewn. 

We now proceed to the examination of the story of the 
Nag's-Head consecration ; if the word may be so applied 
without profanity. It has appeared in several different 
shapes, grpwing, lik.e other Romish traditions, from very 
small beginnings, into a shape quite different from that in 
which it first appeared. This is asserted upon the assump- 
tion that the story attributed to Constable, is really what the 
Komanists say it is, the most ancient version of the tale, 
l^he particular statement which Mr. Kenrick has chosen to 
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adopt, is that of Champney, which we shall now give in his 
[Mr. K.*sJ own words. 

" At the Nag's-head^ in Cheapside, by accorded appointment, met all 
those that were nominated to bishoprics ; thither came aisp the old bishop 
of Llandaff, to make them bishops ; which being known to Dr. Bonner, 
bishop of London, then prisoner, he sent unto the bishop of LlandafT, 
forbidding him, under pain of excommunication, to exercise any such 
power within his diocese, as to ordain those men. Wherewith the old 
bishop being terrified, and besides also moved in his own conscience, 
refused to proceed in that action ; alleging, chiefly, for reason of his for- 
bearance, his want of sight : which excuse they interpreting to be an 
evasion, they were much moved against the poor , old man. And 
whereas, hitherto, they had used him with all courtesy and respect, they 
then changed their copy ; reviling him, and calling him ' doating fool,* 
and the like : some of them saying, ' This old fool thinketh we cannot 
be bishops, unless we be greased,* — to the disgrace as well of him, as of 
the Catholic manner of episcopal consecration. Being notwithstanding 
thus deceived in their expectation, and having no other means to come 
to their desire, they resolve to use Master Scory*s help, who having bor- 
rowed the name of bishop in King Edward's time, was thought to have 
sufficient power to perform that office, especially in such strait necessity., 
He having cast o6f, together with his religious habit, aU scruple of con- 
science, did the thing quickly, which he performed in this sort.— Having 
the Bible in his hand, they all kneeling before him, he laid it upon every 
one of their heads or shoulders, saying, * Take thou authority to preach, 
the word of God sincerelyy and so they rose up bishops. This whole 
narration, without adding or detracting any word pertaining to the sub- 
stance of the matter, I have heard oftener than once, of Master Thomas 
Bluett, a grave, learned, and judicious priest ; he having received' it of 
Master Neal, a man of good sort and reputation, sometime reader of 
die Hebrew Lecture in Oxford ; but when this matter- paasefl) was be- 
longing to Bishop Bonner, and sent by him to deliver the message before 
mentioned to the bishop of Llandaff, cuid withal to attend there to see 
the end of the business. Again Mr. Bluett had other good means to be 
informed of this matter, being a long time prisoner with Dr. Watson, 
bishop of Lincoln, and other men of note of the ancient clergy, in whose 
time, and in whose sight, one may say the matter, was done. This was 
related to me by Master Bluett in Wisbech castle.* Li the Paris edi- 
tion of 1618, this last circumstance is thus mentioned. 'And of this 
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narradoDy there are now as maoy witnesses as there are priests liWnif, 
who were captiTM for the faith in the aforesaid castle of Wisbech, with 
the aforesaid Master Bluett, in which place I also had it from him."'^ 
pp. 85, 86. 

This is the account which our author adopts, but he sup- 
ports it by the publication of two earlier statements. Of 
these that which is said to be the oldest, and which bears 
some internal evidence of having been the germ of the whole 
story, was first published by Champney himself, in the very 
book from which we have, on the authority of Mr. Kenrick, 
just given an extract. He attributes it to one, whom he calls 
** that learned and noble man, Henry Constable,*' and gives it, 
as we learn from Mr. K., in these words : 

** Parker was ordained by at most two heretic priests, not bishops. 
If indeed Barlow assisted Scory in that action ; which I indeed know 
not (quod me quidem latet.) But that old man the bishop of Llandaff, 
who was brought to the place designed for the consecration of Parker 
and the rest, pretended to have lost the use of his eyes, lest he should 
commit so great a sacrilege. Whence it happened, that they recurred 
to Scoiy, of whom before they had not thought. Which not only 
[Roman] Catholics of most unquestionable integrity, who were eye- 
witnesses of die afiair, testify, but also John Stowe is witness of the 
same, who diligendy inquired into all the circumstances of this action, 
although he feared to relate them in his Chronicle/*K pp, 91, 92. 

Concerning this statement, it may be remarked ; first, that 
it names no place, and the scene may as well have been at 
Lambeth, as at the Nag*s-head. Secondly, it speaks of a so- 
lenm consecration, and not of a profane foolery, as Champney ^ 
does; and it objects to that consecration only for want of the 
episcopal character in Scory and Barlow. Thirdly, that it was 
written by a man very ill informed in the matter, for he alleges 
that Scory had not been thought of previously to the refusal of 
the Bishop of Llandafif, whereas the record of the 9th Sep- 
tember, 1559, which Mr. Kenrick admits to be genuine and 
above all suspicion, shews that Scory was thought of from 

'Champney, p. 499. 

e Champnaei De Vocatione Ministrormn Tractatus, p. 501 — 503. 
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the first. Fourthly, that the statement is made to rest upoa 
certain confidential communications of Stowe, the Chronicler, 
to certain unnamed persons. It will be perceived, that the 
story relates not only to the consecration of Parker, but of 
others. Now, one of the bishops whose names are always 
connected with the profanation in Cheapside, when any body 
is named, is Grindall. We have already seen that Stowe, in 
his History of London, mentions the solemn consecration of 
Grindall by Parker in December, agreeably to Parker's Reg- 
ister. The statement of Constable is then of very little value, 
and whatever it be vrorth, it does not support the Nag's-head 
story. On the contrary we believe that whoever carefully 
considers it, will come to the conclusion that the author had 
never heard of that story. 

There is another account of the Nag's-head consecration, 
which is really the first published, and which Mr. K. inserts 
in support of Champney's tale. It is by HoUiwood, a Jesuit, 
who wrote under the translated name of De Sacro Bosco. 
Mr. Eenrick gives it to us as follows : 

'' Of Mr. Jewell's being a bishop we have not so much certainty: yea^ 
we have no certainty at all; for, who, I pray you, made him? Whp 
gave him his jurisdiction ? Who imposed hands on him? What or- 
ders had th^ ? What bishopA were they 7 It is true that both he, 
Sands, Scoiy, Horn, Grindall, ajid. others, in the beginning of Queen 
Elizabeth's reign, met at the Nag's-head in Cheapside, (a fit sign for 
such a sacrament) and being disappointed of the [Roman] Catholic 
bishop of Llandaff, who should havb been there to consecrate them, they 
dealt with Scory of Hereford, to do so ; who, when they were all on 
their knees, caused John Jewell to rise up Bishop of Salisbury, and him 
that was Robert Horn before, to rise up bishop of Winchester, and so 
forth with all the rest." p. 87. 

It is remarkable that the name of Parker, the first in place, 
and in all respects the most important person, does not occur 
in this version, any more than in Champney's; and it is 
almost equally so, that in the very next page Mr. Kenrick 
quietly assumes that it does. It is also remarkable that it 
says nothing of the presence of the Bishop of Llandafif, Qr q( 
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the coarse abuse, which Champney attributes to the intended 
bishops, or of the mode of consecration. All these circnnt« 
stances were not yet invented. The mode in which the 
Bishop of Llandaif is spoken of strongly implies his absence, 
andso far is a contradiction of Champney. Another Romish 
account of the matter is that of Fitzsimons, to which Mr. 
Kenrick refers, but prudently enough, does not print it be* 
cause it will be found to contradict Champney, in no less 
than three particulars. Yet it professes to have come from 
the same author, Neale. According to this story, which has 
been printedby Dr. £lrington,j7.59, theBishopof Llandaif was 
not present, which is one contradiction. The author states 
that the intended bishops applied to him for consecration, 
which he refused ; that they then applied to the nameless 
Irish archbishop, whom some intermediate writer, followed j 
by Mr. Kenrick, has converted into Dr. Creagh. He also 
refosing, they appointed the meeting at the tavern for the 
express purpose of being consecrated by Scory. A second 
contradiction is that, while Champney makes the act of con- 
secration to have consisted in laying the Bible on the head or 
shoulders of the candidate ; Fitzsimons makes it to have con- 
sisted in the consecrator taking the candidate, while on his 
knees, by the hand and telling him to rise up Lord Bishop of 
such a place. The third contradiction is that Fitzsimons 
says Neale, whom he makes his author, came from Oxford 
to i^ee the mock consecration. Champney says that he was 
sent by Boner from the Tower to prevent Kitchen from 
officiating. One or other of the stories is false ; yet both 
(nrofess to rest on the authority of Neale. The mention of 
Oxford reminds us that Neale was about this time appointed 
Professor of Hebrew at Oxford by Queen Elizabeth.^ From 
which we may safely infer that his connexion with Boner 
was at an end, and that he was not likely to be acting against 
the Queen's wishes in the matter of the consecration. 

^ Athense Ozon., vol. i. 250. 
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The discrepances of the story are not yet ended. Hol- 
liwood, who was the original publisher, if not the inventor of 
the fiction, has given two accounts of it ; one in 1603, which we 
have copied from Mr. Kenrick, and which agrees with Fitz- 
Simons, that the Bishop of Llandaff was not present ; the 
other in 1604, which speaks of him as present and deterred 
from taking a part by the menaces of Boner, and speaks of 
the abuse bestowed upon him by the candidates, though with 
less of detail than Champney, and for all this he also vouches 
Neale.^ By this time we think that the reader will have 
perceived that the ** good and faith- worthy witnesses, who 
either testified to what they had seen, or bore witness to 
what they had heard from those who were eye-witnesses," 
of whom Mr. Kenrick speaks, have no existence. They are 
all repeaters, at some second or third hand, of inconsistent 
accounts of an improbable transaction. Champney*s orna- 
mented version of the story is so unsupported by the others 
that it must fall to the ground, and the plainer tale of Hol- 
linwood is that to which our attention must be chiefly 
directed. We shall hereafter abundantly prove its falsehood, 
but mast first turn our attention to the mode in which Mr. 
Kenrick attempts to support Champney, by evidence of a 
date yet later than the publication of his tale ; forgetting, we 
suppose, the rule which he had laid down on page 65, that 
the evidence of all repeaters of a story is to be rejected ; or 
perhaps considering that as a rule applicable only to Pro- 
testants. 

The first of these in point of date is Pitsaeus, whose work 
is nearly contemporary with that of Champney, and who it 
appears retails the story as he heard it, at second hand, from 
one of the hearers of Neale. We are not favored with 
details, or perhaps we might discover new discrepances. 
The next is Godwin, of about the same period, the amount 
of whose testimony is, that Parker was consecrated at 

* Ebrington, 51, 52 — cites De Sacro Bosco, De Inyestiganda Chiisti 
Ecclena, ch. 4. — ^See the passage, in the Addendum to Essay V. 
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Lambeth, although the Romish writers whom he names say 
otherwise. 

But his great authorities are two Romish works published 
in 1657 and 1659, a century after the fact, alleging two most 
extraordinary admissions by Protestant prelates. One of 
these works relates, on the authority of Holliwood, a con- 
versation between Bancroft, afterwards Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, and a Mr. Alabaster. It is said that Alabaster 
asked Bancroft, ^* how Parker and his colleagues, were con- 
secrated bishops ?" to which Bancroft replied, ** I hope that 
in case of necessity a priest may ordain bishops.** ** The 
allusion," says Holliwood, '* was eridently intended for Scory, 
the consecrator at the Nag's-head." It is very clear thaf 
this conversation must have been mutilated, in the course of 
its passage from Bancroft to us, which does not seem to 
have been very direct. Bancroft's answer does not fit 
Alabaster's question. It is possible that in the course of 
a conversation, begun by Alabaster's inquiry, Bancroft may 
have used the words imputed to him, but not as an answer 
to that question. Even if they were used as an answer to 
to that question, they do not connect themselves with the 
Nag's-head story more than with the Lambeth record. 
HoHiwood's conjecture, that the allusion was to Scoiy, is 
unfounded. Scory, was certainly regarded by Bancroft as 
a bishop, and not as a mere priest. The fact of Scory's con- 
secration is undoubted, though Romanists deny its validity y 
upon Romish grounds; which neither Bancroft nor any 
other Protestant woidd admit for a moment. 

The other story is stranger still. A book, it seems, was 
brought into parliament by certain Presbyterian Lords, to 
prove that the bishops had no right to seats in the house, 
because they had never been consecrated. To this, Morton, 
Bishop of Durham, ** in the name and with the assent of the 
whole bench," replied in a speech in which " he endeavours 
to prove their succession from the last [Ronoum] Catholic 
-bishops who," says he, ** by imposition of hands, ordained 

8 
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the first ProteBtant bishops at the Nag's-head in Cheapndcf 
as was notorious to all the world/* p. 92. Now, if die 
five italicised words are left out of this speech, it is a denial 
f^ the whole story ; and with them, it does not tally witii any 
other account of the alleged transaction at the Nag's-head. 
According to this statement, it was not Scory, the heretic 
priest, the usurping bishop under £dward; but "the last 
[Roman] Catholic bishops*' who performed the rite. The 
rite itself, was not laying a book on the heads of the candi- 
dates, or taking them by the hands, but the ancient and truly 
Catholic rite of imposition of hands. Now, if all this be 
true, it matters not where it was done. A tavern is not a 
very proper place for a consecration ; but would not a formal 
consecration, by an authorised consecrator, l^e valid, even 
although performed in a tavern? But suppose that the 
words " Nag's-head in Chei^side," are to supersede all the 
rest of the speech, and Bishop Morton is to become one of 
the patrons of HoUiwood's story ; who will then believe cme 
word of the tale ? Bishop Morton, one of the most distin- 
guished divines of the reigns of James I. and Charles I. ; 
who was consecrated in 1616, only three years after the 
publication of Mason's book, and that by the same Abbot 
who shewed the Lambeth record to the priests ; who must 
therefore have been perfectly acquainted with the whole 
controversy; he gravely rests lus claim to the episcopate, 
upon the transaction at the Nag's-head ! A transaction, the 
reality of which he must have known that aU the divines €»f 
his day denied ; a transaction, to disprove which, according 
to the Romanists, those with whom his life had been spent 
had conamitted forgery ! And the whole bench of bidiopb 
unite in his folly and allow him to state, in their name, that 
which they had spent their lives in denying ; to state as the 
proof of their title, that which their adversaries had alleged 
to destroy their title ! These things are impossible and 
therefore eannot be believed, although twenty Lord Audleys 
had sworn to them. Yet we are called on to believe them ; 
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because an anooTiiiouB author has thought fit to publish a 
document, purporting to be an affidavit of Lord Audley ; 
but which is in substance a sort of misty argument agaiast 
the details of Bishop Morton's denial. For those details we 
eare nothing. We oppose to all Lord Audley*s arguments 
the impossibility of the alleged fact. To his assertion we 
oppose Bishop Morton's denial. 

" I do hereby in the Presence of Alhiohtt God w^emnly protest 
and declare to all the world, that what this Author there affirms con- 
ceming me is a most notorioaa antrath« and a gross slander ; for to the 
best of ray knowledge and remembrancei no such book, as he there 
mentions, was ever presented to the Upper House in that or any other 
Parliament that ever I sat in ; and if there had, I could never have made 
such a speech as is there pretended, seeing I have ever spoken accord- 
ing to my thoughts, and always believed that fable of the Nag't-head 
Consecration to have proceeded from the Father of lies, as the autlieii- 
tick records of the Church still extant, which were so faithfully trans- 
cribed, and published by Mr. Mason, do evidently testify." — Elrington ; 
AppendiZf p. xxxm^'^Pott App. No. xviL 

Mr. Kenrick then proceeds, " briefly to notice all the ob- 
jections that are usually urged by the advocates of the Angli- 
ean orders against the narrative of this extraordinary event.*' 
The objecti<ms which he ** notices" are thirteen in number, 
to all of which he gives what he conceives to be satisfactory 
answers. On the first six we deem it unnecessary to observe. 
They are arguments, more or less cogent, to which he has 
made ansrwers, more or less satisfactory : but they are argu- 
ments which we have not used, and with which we think we 
can well dispense. So far as the answers have any bearing 
upon the views which we have taken, they have been as we 
think, sufficiently observed upon in what we have already 
written. 

The seventh of these objections, is the silence of the Ro- 
manists for forty-five years after the event. To this, two 
answers are given. First, that they were silent, if at all, be- 
cause they were perseeuted. Second ; that in fact they were 
xu>t silent. Into the questipn of whether they were perse- 
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cuted or not we shall not enter ; it is certain that, however that 
matter was, they did speak against the Anglican ordinations 
and in very vituperative language. This appears from the 
quotations in our author's own book. Yet he has failed to 
give us any instance, in which any of them have alluded to 
the alleged transaction at the Nag's-head. This question 
he has however examined more at length elsewhere ; and the 
reply to both passages so falls in with the line of argument 
we intend to adopt, in shewing the falsehood of Holliwood*8 
story, as to make that the most convenient place for stating 
it. 

The eighth objection is that ** Kellison, before he men- 
tioned it in his controversy with Sutcliffe, dwelt principally 
on the want of a due form and not on the want of a consecra- 
ting prelate." The answer to this is : 

*^ That it is not unusual for" [Roman] " Catholic writers to omit the 
discussion of a matter of fact when they have objections which establish 
their point even on the supposition that the disputed feict actually 
occurred." p. 100. 

To this we reply ; first ; that this is the very first time that 
we have heard such folly imputed to [Roman] Catholic or 
indeed to any other writers. It is not unusual under the 
supposed circumstances to discuss both questions; but we 
believe it to be very unusual, to pass over without allusion, 
that question which presents, as matters of fact generally do, 
the shortest, most easily imderstood, and to common minds, 
the most satisfactory termination of the controversy. But in 
his later writings, Kellison does urge this objection, and the 
inference is irresistible, that if he had known it before, Jie 
would have used it before. Now, up to 1608 he did not urge, 
it ; after that period he did. We infer therefore, that he did 
not know of it before it was published by HoUiwood in 1603 ; 
and we conclude from that inference, that a fact of which 
Kellison, a distinguished writer among the Romanists, was 
ignorant, was not generally known and could not havQ been 
frequently published. 
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The ninth objection is ** the silence of the Puritans in their 
disputes with the early English bishops.'* His answer fol- 
lows. 

" The doctrine of the Anglican church for fifty yeari after iu estab> 
iisbment was, according to Bishc^ Burnet, that the king's commission 
sufficed to make a bishop, and that no external ceremony was absoluteiy 
necessary. (See Chapter III.) Hence, the point in dispute between 
diem, regarded rather the character of the Episcopal order, than the ne- 
cessity o£ Episcopal consecration ; about which there was not, according 
to Burnet's observation, for fifty yean after the framing of the articles, 
any important diflference between Anglicans and Presbyterians." pp» 
100, 101. 

To this we reply, firstly, that we have already shewn the 
falsehood of the assertion, as to the doctrine of the Church, 
and secondly, that in fact there was a controversy between 
the Puritans and the Anglicans, about the necessity of Epis- 
copal consecration. In proof of this we refer to the seventh 
book of Hooker's great work. He gives the definition of a 
bishop thus : 

" A bish<^ is a minister of Groi>, unto whom with permanent continu- 
ance there is given not only power of administering the Word and Sa- 
craments, which power other presbyters have ; but also a further power, 
to ordain ecclesiastical persons, and a power of chiefty in government 
over presbyters, as well as laymen, a power to be by way of jurisdiction 
a pastor even to pastors themselves. So that this office as he is a pres- 
byter or pastor, consisteth in those things which are common unto him 
with other pastors, as in ministering the Word and Sacraments : but 
those things incident unto his office, which do properly make him a bish- 
op, cannot be common unto him with odier pastors."-— JEJ. P. VII. ii. 
3. Keble*9 Edit,, 1841, voL Hi, p, 148. 

And when he comes to state ** in what respects episcopal 
regiment is gainsaid by the authors of the pretended reforma- 
tion at this day," he tells us : 

" They hold as Aerius did, that if Christ and his Apostles were 
obeyed, a bishop should not be permitted to ordain; that between a 
presbyter and a bishop the Word of God alloweth not any inequality or 
diflference to be made; that their order, their authority, and their power, 

8* 



oaght to be one ; that it is Vixt by usurpation axul oomiption tbat tH9' one 
9Qrt are su^ered to haye rale of the other or to be any way aoperior. V> 
tiiem."--^:. P. VIL x. 1, KehlCy vol, in, p. 203. 

And agftin, giving his own views of this matter^ he says ; 

** For inagmuch as there are two main things obowved in every ecele- 
siasdcal function, power to exercise the duty itself, and some charge -of 
people, whereon to exercise the same, the former of. these is received at 
the hands of the whole visible Catholic Church. For it is not any one 
particular multitude that can give power, the force whereof may reach 
far and wide indefinitely, as the power of order doth, which whoiio hath 
<Hice received, there is no action which belongeth thereunto bat he may 
exercise effectually the same in any part of the world without iterated' 
ordination. Theif whom the whole. Church hath from the beginning 
used as her agents in conferring this power, are not either one or 
more of the laity, and therefore it hath not been heard of that ever any 
such were dlowed to ordain ministers: only persons ecclesiasticdl, andL 
they, in place and calling, superiors both unto deacons and unto 
presbyters ; only such persons ecclesiastical have been authorised to 
Qrdain both, and to give them the power of order in the name of the 
whole Church. Such were the Apostles, such was Timothy, suth 
was Titus, stteh are bishops." — E, P. VII. adv, 10« Keble, vol. Hi* 
pp, 229, 230. 

We think that we have established the existence of a con- 
troversy, in which the Presbyterians might fairly enough, 
have retorted upon the Anglicans, the irregular proceedings 
at the Nag's-head, had they ever heard of them. But this is 
not all. Whittingham and Travers, two distinguished Puri- 
-/tans, were actually, at different periods during the reign of 
£lizabeth, called in question, for officiating \^ithout Episcoy 
pal ordinations; yet they never mentioned the Nag's^heac) 
Utory. Travers' defence is extant, and querulous enough, 
but not one word of the tale. See his su^lieaHon to the 
Council; in Keble* s Hooker, vol, iii,p, 552, ei seq, N, Y. 
Ed, vol, ii, p, 329, et seq. The case of Whittingham 
is yet more remarkable ; he was one of the exiles of the 
Marian persecution, consequently a contemporary of Par- 
ker, and living at the time of the alleged transaction ia 
Cheapside, and in the reign of Elizabeth was Dean of 
Durham. His orders were questioned by Archbishop San- 
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djs, or Saades, one of the bishops said to have undergone 
a mock consecration at the tavern. Sandys, at his visitation, 
1578, summoned Whitlingham ^* to shew his orders or rather 
no orders that he had received at Geneva.-' Here seems to 
be a very fair challenge, to question the no orders received in 
Chei^Mide, yet we hear not a word of them. Whittingham 
was protected by the civil power and managed to protract 
the proceedings for about six months^ at the end of which 
tune he died. Sandys, however, stood up to the question 
like B, man of whose orders there could be no doubt, and 
wrote to Burleigh in the following bold language : 

*^ If his miniatry without authority of God or man, without law, ovder, 
or example of any church, may be current, take liced of the sequel ; who 
seeth not what is intended ? GrOD deliver his Church from it. I wiU 
ne^er be guilty of it." — Keble^s Hooker, voL Hi. p* 554 n. 13. N. Y. 
Edl vol. iu p. 332. 

The tenth objection is the improbability that Neal would 
have been permitted to be present; and the eleventh, the 
improbability that a consecration should take place in a 
tavern, when the new bishops had all the churches in Lon- 
don at their disposal. The answer to the first, is that Neal 
joaight have been present without their consent, to the other 
t}iat on account of Kitchin's scruples privacy was sought. 
JS^ow, it was strange to go to seek privacy in a place, where 
not only strangers, but enemies could be present withoujt 
their assent ! Privacy might have been found, we should 
have thought, more readily any where than in a tavern. If 
they sought privacy, they took their measures very badly, 
for tiieir secret was so little kept, that the time ai^d place of 
action b'^came known, to Boner in the tower, according to 
Que account, and according to another to Neale at Oxford, 
time enough to enable him to be present. The two answers 
refute each other, and probability is against both. There is 
another improbability connected with Neale's interference, 
to which we have before alluded, that is, that he had just 
received from Elizabeth an honorable and advantageous 
appointment in the University of Oxford, and as he was no 
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zealot for either church, was not like to be at Boner's com- 
mand> 

The twelfth objection is thus stated : 

** There was no need to have recourse to the [Roman] Catholic bish- 
ops, as theye were enough of Protestant bishops to perform the func- 
tion ; namely, Barlow, Hodgskin, Coverdale, Scory, Bale of Ossory, or 
the Suffragan of Thetford/' p, 101. 

The answer given to this is that these bishops *' had either 
never been themselves consecrated or had been consecrated 
according to the ritual of Edward, in either of which cases 
the Queen would have disregarded their consecration.*' 
Now, it is not pretended that recourse was had to the 
Komish bishops. The consecration was really performed 
by four of the bishops named ; and according to the fabri- 
cators of the Nag's-head story by one of them. The 
Queen did not disregard the consecration. It would have 
been strange if she had; for as to the "ritual of Edward,*' 
she had given her assent to an act, which in Mr. Ken- 
rick's opinion, made it the law of the land, and in 1562, 
within three years, she assented to the article, which 
declares it to contain ** all things necessary to a valid con- 
secration and ordination." Coverdale, Scory, and Bale had 
all been consecrated by this ordinal. Barlow, Hodgksin, 
and the SuiFragan of Thetford, by the Komish. We know 
that Mr. Kenrick denies the fact of Barlow's consecration ; 
but it is nevertheless a fact, as in due time we shall prove. 
Of the fact of the other consecrations there is no dispute so 
far as we know; 

The thirteenth and last objection, is that Neale did not 
depose to the fact on oath. To this it is answered, that 
Neale's testimqpy has never been disproved. On the con- 

^ But when Queen Elizabeth came to the crown, and be thereupon be- 
reft of his Lord and patron, Boner, he betook himself to Oxon ; and iz^ 
1559, he was made the Queen's professor of the Hebrew Lecture.— 
Woodf Aiherue Qxon, Art, Thomas Neale, vol. i. c. 25Q. Kenrick^ 
p, 205. 
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trary ; we say that it remains to be proved that Neale ever made 
any of the statements attributed to him. If he made them 
all, he has contradicted and discredited himself. Now, there 
is just as good reason to believe that he made them all, as to 
beUeve that he made any one of them. They all remained for 
about half a century in the form of gossip, if they were not 
merely the invention of those who published them. None of 
them are worth any thing as evidence. Mr. Kenrick is so 
sensible of this, that he quotes, as corroborating testimony, 
a third hand > statement of what one Faircloth, a Komish 
priest, had heard his father, a Calvinist say, who had been 
a witness of the strange event. But this is liable to just 
the same sort of objection ; it is stale and comes through 
an interested witness ; it looks like the last resource of the 
priest, who could not deny the authenticity of the Register, 
which had been shown to him. Moreover there is nothing 
to account for the presence of this Mr. Faircloth, at a meet- 
ing intended, according to the Romish writers, to be strictly 
private. It being, according to them, absolutely necessary, 
for the Protestant prelates to keep secret the fact of a con- 
secration ; in virtue of which they were to occupy their sees 
and govern the Church ! And this secrecy, so manifestly 
necessary to their objects, they, according to the same 
Komish writers, preserved, by holding their meeting at a 
public tavern and permitting all men to come in and look on ! 
It is an improbable story, contradicting itself, told by in- 
terested witnesses, at third hand, incredible by all the rules of 
evidence. 

' Mr. Kenrick traces this stoty of Faircloth no higher than Le Quien, 
about 160 or 170 years after the alleged transaction at the NagVhead ; 
and about 115 or 130 after the date of the younger Faircloth's assertion. 
But Challonerhas been more successful, he quotes it from " The Nullity 
of the Prelatic Clergy," published in 1659^-only one hundred years af- 
ter the eyent, and forty-six after the statement of Faircloth. See 
'* Grounds of the Old Religion." ISmo., London, 1820, p, 182. The 
case must be weak which calls in the aid of such testimony. 



ESSAY IV. 

BISHOPS JEWEL AND HORNE. 

We are now to dUprove the truth of Holliwood's story* 
Having shewn already, that it is the origin of the Nag*8-head 
&bie, and that that tale has really no evidence to entitle it to 
belief; we are now to shew that its originator has stated ab- 
solute falsehoods. The mode in which we shaU proceed is 
this : HoUiwood names four bishops, who, as he says, sub- 
mitted to the profane mockery of consecration, Grindal, 
Sandes, or as he is more commonly called, Sandys, Jewel, 
and Home. We shall prove that these bishops were not 
consecrated, and were not regarded as bishops, until long 
after the period which has been fixed on as the date of the 
Nag's-head profanation . That transaction is said to have taken 
place in September, 1559. Now as to Grindal, we have 
already had occasion to shew, both by Stowe, and by Par- 
ker's Register, that he was consecrated on the 21st Decem- 
ber, 1559, a fact which is also stated by Camden and by 
other writers. We have shewn, too, that, up to that period, 
the see of London was considered as vacant, and that Parker, 
as archbishop, exercised jurisdiction over it as a vacant dio- 
ceae.^-Ante jfp. 45, 46. 

Sandys was consecrated at the same time with Grindal — 
the consecration took place in pursuance of two of the six 
writs of significavit, issued to Parker on the 18th December, 
of which we have before spoken. The existence of these 
documents, and of the acts of consecration in Parker's Reg- 
ister, seems to be abundant proof of the fact, especially when 
taken in connexion with the conduct of Sandys, in the mat- 
ter of Whittingham, and with the absence of any denial of his 
consecration on that occasion. 

The cases of Jewel and Home, for reasons which will 
presently appear, require more attention. These prelates 
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were both consecrated by Parker, the first, several weeks, 
the latter, many months after his own consecration. This 
renders it easy to shew that they were not regarded as bish- 
ops, for a considerable time after the date assigned by the 
Romanists to the Nag*s-head affair. 

To begin with Jewell, the bishop of the elder consecration. 
The see of Salisbury being vacant, by the death of John Ca- 
pon, its last Romish bishop, a writ of conge cfelire issued on 
the 27th of July 1559, authorising the dean and chapter to 
elect a successor. This writ is printed by Rymer, T&m, xv. 
p, 537. It was received by the chapter on the 16th of Au- 
gust ; on which day they elected Jewel. These facts are on 
record in the Registers of the diocese. On the 21st of the 
same month, as appears by the same Registers, they affixed 
their seal to the usual certificate of the election. The signifi- 
cavit did not, however, issue until the 27th December : it has 
been printed by Rymer, Tom, xv* p. 555. The election was 
confirmed on the 18th day of January, 1559-60, and on the 
21st of the same month he was consecrated, by Parker; 
Grindal of London, Coxe of Ely, and Hodgkin Suilragan 
Bishop of Bedford, assisting. Of all which authentic records 
are extant. That he was not consecrated before that time 
appears from Parker's Register, which shews the archbishop 
to have exercised jurisdiction over the vacant diocese of Sal- 
isbury, upon the 21st December, and the 16th and 17th of 
January ; and from his own Registers of his episcopal acts, in 
the dates of which he always reckons the years of his con- 
secration from that time." 

Such is the evidence of the time and place of Jewel's con- 
secration, which we oppose to the contradictory hearsay 
statements, professed to have been derived from Neale. 
There is nothing else extant, which contradicts the evidence 
we have produced. These documents, then, overthrow the 
Nag's-head fable. But Mr. Kenrick thinks proper to assert, 
that Jewel, in his controversy with Harding, admitted the 
truth of Harding's assertion that he had never been conse- 

" See post Appendix, No. xxviii. 
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crated. The facts, according to Mr. Kenrick's account, are 
these : Hardmg, m his ** Confutation of the Apology for the 
Church of England," has these expressions : 

'' Yoa be&r yoonelf as though you were Bishop of Salisbury, but how 
can you prove your Tocatimi 7 By what authority usurp you the minis- 
tration €£ doctrine and sacraAaents f What can you allege for the right 
and proof of your ministry 7 Who hath laid hands on you 7 By what 
example hath he done it 7 How and by whom are you consecrated? 
Who hath sent you? Who hath committed to you the office you take 
upon you 7 Be you a priest or be you not? If you be notf koto dare 
you usurp the name and office of a bishop ? If you be, tell us who 
gave you your orders ?" j>p. 49, 50. 

It seems clear enough, that all this torrent of questions 
was intended to bear upon JewePs ordination as & priest ; the 
want of which Harding seems to have thought, would invali- 
date his episcopal consecration. The objection to the priest*s 
orders of Jewel, could only be founded on the aUeged defects 
in the ordinal of Edward VI. At any rate. Jewel seems, not 
unnaturally, to have thought that Harding meant to deny his 
episcopate, upon the ground that he had never been ordained 
priest. Having an opportimity of using the argumentum ad 
h(min€m<, he answered, that he *' was made priest long since, 
by the same rite and title, by the same person, and by the 
same hands by which'* Harding '*was made priest, in the 
time of Edward VI., that excellent prince.*' Harding, who 
had adopted the then prevalent Romish notion, that the 
orders conferred according to the ordinal of Edward VI. 
were invalid, and had been re-ordained, replied by denying 
that he and Jewel had been ordained together. This fact 
gives the key to his whole view ; he regarded the orders of 
the Church of England as nuUities, and he did not mean to 
tleny thibfact but the validity, of Jewel's vocation, as he calls 
it. He, however, g^es on to say, ** I ask you as much of your 
promotion to the episcopal dignity, as to the priesthood," p, 51. 
Jewel again had recourse to the argumentum adhominem, and 
replied, that he was a bishop, by the free and canonical 

9 
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« ELECTION of the whole chapter of Salisbury, assembled for 
that purpose ; of which you, Harding, were then a member, 
and as I heard, were present in your own person, with your 
brethren, and gave your free and public suffrage to that same 
election. If you deny this, take care lest you be found to 
give testimony against yourself. "^jR^nncAr, p* 51. Harding 
denied the freedom of the election, and his own share in it ; 
but for all that appears in Mr. Kenrick's book, dropped the 
subject until it was resumed by Jewel in a subsequent work. 
In this he declares, that he had been consecrated by the arch- 
bishop, assisted by three other bishops. Now then, was the 
time for Harding to have told the story of the Nag's-head 
had he known it. Jewel would then have been shown to be, 
not only no bishop, but a convicted liar. Did Harding do so ? 
Nothing like it. What does he say ? 

" But you were made, you say, by the consecration of the archbishop, 
[Parker,] and other three bishops. And how, I pray you, was your 
arehhishop himself consecrated ? What three bishops were there in the 
realm to lay hands upon him ? You have made the matter worse than 
I had objected it to you. Your metropolitan, who should give authority 
to all your consecrations, had himself no lawful consecration. There 
were, indeed, some lawful bishops in the kingdom, who either were 
not asked to impose hands on you, or being required, refused to do so." 

Harding then distinctly admits, that Jewel was consecrated 
by Parker, an admission inconsistent with the Nag*s-head 
J &ible ; further, he denies that Parker had lawful consecra- 
tion, not that the fact of his consecration had taken place ; 
and he assigns as a reason of the unlawfulness of his con- 
secration, that there was not three bishops to lay hands upon 
him ; and lastly, he explains what he means by bishops, by 
referring to the lawful^ that is Romish bishops, who either 
were not called on to join in the consecrtitions, or refused to 
do so. Truly it requires some confidence to cite this pasage, 
as a proof that the Nag's-head tale was known to Harding, 
or that no consecration of Parker had taken place. 
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Jewel gives us the key of this whole controversy between 
himself and Harding in his *' Defence of the Apology.*' 

" We deny not the consecration of [by] three bishops, we deny not 
the confirmation of the metropolitan. *We ourselves are so consecrated 
and so confirmed. The matter that licth between us is this : Whether 
through the whole Church 0/ Christ, no man may be allowed for a 
bishopt icithout the confirmation of thk Pofz." Defence 125, 
quoted by ElringtoUf 24. 

Against the Papal pretensions in this matter, Jewel had in 
his great work argued thus : 

" Furthermore, we believe that there be divers degrees of ministers in 
the Church : whereof some be Deacons, some Priests, some Bishops ; 
to whom is committed the office to instruct the people, and the whole 
charge and setting forth of religion. 

*' Yet notwithstanding, we say that there neither is, nor can be, any 
one man which may have the whole superiority in this universal state ; 
for that Christ is ever present to assist His Church, and needeth not 
any man to supply His room, as His only heir to all His substance : and 
that there can be no one mortal creature which is able to comprehend, 
or conceive in his mind, the universal Church—- that is, to wit, all the 
parts of the world ; much less able rightly and duly to put them in or- 
der, and to govern them. 

"For * all the apostles,* as St. Ctprian saith, ' were of like power 
among themselves, and the rest were the same that Peter was.' And 
that it was said indifferently to them all, ' Feed ye ;' indifferently to them 
all, * Go into the whole world ;* indifferent!} to them all, * Teach ye the 
gospel.* And as St. Jerome saith, * All bishops, wheresoever they be, 
be they at Rome, be th^y at Eugubium, be they at Constantinople, be 
they at Rhegium, be all of like pre-eminence, and of like priesthood.' 
And as Cyprian saith, 'there is but one bishopric, and a piece thereof 
is perfectly and wholly holden of every particular bishop.' 

** And, according to the judgment of the Nicene Council, we say, that 
the Bishop of Rome hath no more jurisdiction over the Church of God 
than the rest of the Patriarchs, either of Alexandria, or of Antioch, 
have." — Apology t chap, vi, sect, 7. Lady Bacon* s TransUUionj N» 
y. Edition, 12mo. 1831. pp. 34, 35. 

A little further on, he gives his own views and those of 
^e. Church of £ngland^ on th^ subject of orders.. 
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"T'urther we say, that the minister ought lawfully, ^uly, and orderly, 
to be preferred to that office of the Church of God, and that no man 
hath power to wrest himself in the holy ministry at his own pleasure. 
Wherefore these persons do us t^e greater wrong, which have nothing 
so common in their mouths as that we do nothing orderly and comely, 
but all things troublesomely, and without order ; and that we allow every 
man to be a p^est, to be a teacher, and to be an interpreter of the Scrip- 
tures." — Id, chap. v». § 7, pp. 38, 39. 

The editor of the New York edition, appenils a note to 
the word ** orderly" in our last quotation, in which he gives 
us a collection of passages frqnx the Defence, bearing on this 
question. 

" Jewel refers here, doubtless, to the mode of conferring ministerial 
authority, as he had, in the word * lawfully' to the source of such autho- 
rity. On this subject he adds : * We deny not the consecration of three 
bishops, [the need of three bishops to consecrate regularly.] We deny 
not the confirmation [of their act by the assent] of the Metropolitan. 
We ourselves are so consecrated, and so confirmed.' VefencCj p. 125. 
' Our bishops are made, in form and order, as they have been ever, by 
the election of the chapter ; by consecration of the Archbishop and other 
three bishops ; and by the admission of the Prince.' Defence t p. 131. 
' To be short, we succeed the bishops that have been before our days. 
We are elected, consecrated, confirmed, and admitted, as they were. 
If they were deceived in anything, we succeed them in place, but not in 
error.' " — Id, p. 38, note m." 

° An important explanation of Harding's views, and the meaning of his 
expressions, will be found in the following extract from one of Mr. Had- 
dan's valuable notes to Bramhall. — " In the Confutat. of the Apologie, 
Pt. ii. c. 5, fol. 56, a, — 57, b, 59, a, b, Antw. 1565, Harding had affirm- 
ed, that exclusive of the ' apostates,' (viz. from the Romanist side,) *that 
he fledde . . imto your congregation," " ye have not in your secte conse- 
crated bishops ; * and therefore, being without priests made with lawfvZ 
laying on of hands . . . how can ye say . . . that ye have any lawful 
ministers at all ?' He had then gone on to distinguish between succes- 
sion of person and succession of doctrine, and to deny to Jewel only the 
latter, affirming in the margin, that he could ' prove no /a«r/iu/ succession ;' 
and demanding * the register (not of his own consecration, as Talbot, in 
answering Bramhall, assumes, but) ' of your bishc^s continually succeed- 
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We now pass to the case of Home. There is extant in 
the Register of the dean and chapter of Winchester, an act, 

iag one another from the beginmag.' From succession he passed on to 
Tocation, demanding ' who had laid hands on' Jewel; * who had conse- 
crated him' Bishop of Salisbury, and other questions to the same pur- 
pose, adding that *bishop§ have always after ike ApotiUs* Hme, oc- 
eording to the EeelewiaeHeal canotUf been consecrated by three other 
bishops, with the consent of the metropolitan, and eonfirmatUm of the 
Bishop of Rome,"^Bramhaa*s Worke, N» E. vol, m. p. 128, note «. 

Compare the impudent falsehood here asserted in italics, with Jewel's 
declaration in his answer, " the matter that lieth between us^ is this, 
whether through the whole Church of Christ, no man may be allowed 
for a bishop without the confirmation of the Pope," and it will be clearly 
seen what was Harding's real objecdon to the orders of the Church of 
England. Mr. Haddan well remaiics, in the same note, " that it is im- 
possible to believe that Haiding, or the others, knowing the Nag's>head 
story, would have omitted it." 

Abp. BramhaU's own answer to the production of Harding is well 
worthy of note. He says ; ** Their last witness is Dr. Harding, who had 
as good a will (if there had been any reali^in it) to have spoken of the 
Nag's-head ordination as the best, but he speaketh not a syllable of it 
more than the rest ; and though they keep a good stir with him, yet he 
bringeth nothing that is worth the weighing. First, he readeth us a 
profound lecture, that ^ Sacerdot signifieth both a priest and a bishop.' 
Let it signify so, and in St. Hierome's sense ; what will he infer from 
thence t Next he asks Bishop Jewel of bishoply and priestly vocation 
and sending, What new canting language is this 7 Could he not as well 
have made use of the old ecclesiastica] word of ' ordination 7' Thirdly, he 
taxeth the Bishop, that he ' answereth not by what example hands were 
laid upon him, or who sent him.' What doth this concern any question 
between them and us 7 Hands were laid upon him by the example of 
Christ, of His Apostles, of the primitive and modem Church; so 
Christ sent him, the King sent him, the Church sent him in several re- 
spects. He telleth U3, that when he had ' duly considered' his Protest- 
ant ordination in King Edward's time, he did not take himself for a law- 
ful deacon in all respects. If his Protestant ordination were a nullity, 
(as these men say,) then he was a lawful deacon in no respect. Pope 
Paul the Fourth, and Cardinal Pole, were of another mind. Then fol- 
lows his two grand exceptions against our ordination, wherein you shall 

9* 
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of which an examined copy has been printed by Dr. Ehnng- 
ton, Appendix, p, xxxviiu** It bears date on the 11th De- 
find nothing of yovir Nag'B-head fable ; the former exception is that King 
' Edward's bishops who gave orders were oiit of orders themselves ;' 
the second is, that ' they ministered not otders according to the rite and 
manner of the Cathdic Ghi|rch/'->-forthe former exception, I refer hina 
to the Council of Carthage in St. Austin's time, and for both bis excespr 
tions to Cardinal Pole's confirmatipn of King Edward'a bishops and 
priests, and Paul the Fourth's ratification of that act. If any man havjs 
a mind to inquire further into the validity of our form of ordination, let 
him leave these fables and take his scope freely. 

** To all this they say, that ' Bishop Jewel answers with profound si- 
lence,' yet tbey add * only he says, without any proof, that their bishops 
are made by form and- order, and by tile consecration of the Archbishop 
imd other three bishops, and by the admission of the Prince«'« I ex- 
pected * profound silence,'- but I find^ a profound answer ; this is die first 
time I learned how a man can both keep * profound silence' and answer 
so pertinently all at once. How doth Dr. Harding go about to take 
away this answer ?• for Bishop Jewel wafi the defendant, and the burden 
of the proof did not rest upon him. First, I pray you^ * how was yoor 
Archbishop consecrated 7' If Dc Huding^did not see his c<»secration, 
he might have seen it if he would. Heaslu fiKther,. ^ what three bisb-. 
ops were there in the realm to lay hands on him V Ask the Queen's 
letters patent, and they will shew you seven. What a weak,. Socratical 
kind of arguing is this, altogether by questions, without any inference ? 
If Dr. Harding cotdd have said it justly, (and he could have said it if k 
had been so,) he should- have confuted him- boldly, and told him, your 
Metropolitan was consecrated- in the Nag's-headv by one single bishop, 
in a fanatical and- fantastical manner; but he did-not^be durst not do it, 
because he knew it to be otherwise, and it was publidy known to be 
otherwise. All his exception is against our form,— n' If you had been con- 
secrated after the form and order which hath ever been used, you might 
have had bishops out of France or at home in England.' It is the form 
established in King Edwards's time, and restored in Queen Elizabeth's 
time, which Dr. Hardihg imputeth -not that ridiculous form which they 
fiither upon Bishop Scory ; and their chief objection against that form,, 
was that vain cavil, that it was not restored by act of Parliament ; which 
since hath been answered abundantly by act of Parliament. Hereupon 

<*See Postf Appendix, No. xxi. 
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cember, 156(>, and is addressed to Qaeen Elizabeth. It in- 
forms her, that on the 4th day of the month of December, 
they had received her royal letters of covKge d'direy under the 
great seal of England, for the election of a bishop and pastor, 
ajid that they had elected Kobert Horne^ Upon this certifi- 
cate a significavit issued on the 12th February, in the third 
year of the Queen's reign, that is, in 1660, beginning the 
year on the 25th JV^arch; 15&1 beginning it on the 1st 
January. The former bseing, at that time, the mode of 
reckoning in ecclesiastical matters* Dr. Elringtoo h|w 
printed this instrument from Parker's Register, Appendix^ 
xxxixA Under its authority Home was consecrated on the 
16th of the same, month, by Parker, assisted by Young of 
St. David's, elect of York, Grindal of London, and Bentham 
of Coventry and Litchfield ;4 of which the. record is extant, 
and copied into the same work, p, xL Parker sent a certifir 
eate of this consecration to the Archdeacon of Canterbury, 
Y^iose duty it was to instal the new bishop, dated '* on the 
17th day of the month of February, in the year of our Lord 
one thousand ^^ hundred and sixty, and the second of our 
consecration." Edward Guest, Bishop of Rochester, and 
Archdeacon of Canterbury, issued a commission oa the 
19th of the same month, to certain persons, authorising 
them to instal Home. Home himself, on the same day, 
gave a commission to his proxies to represent him in that 
ceremony. These three last acts are to be found in the 
Register of Home, as Bishop of Winchester, aad' in El- 
rington. — Appendix^ pp. xli. xlii» xliii* xliv. Besides all 

be telleth Bishop Jewel, that his ' Metropolitan had no lawful consecra- 
tion.' Thoagh his qonsecvatipn had not been, laiyful, yet it might have 
been valid; but it was both legal and va^d. This is .all Dr. Harding 
hath, which a much meaner scholar than that learned prelate might have 
adventured upon, withouj; fear of burning his fingers."— Wbrktf N, JE. 
vol. Hi. pp. 128, 129, 130. 

P See Pottf Appendix, No. xxi^. 
*i.See Pogl, Appendix, No. xxiii.^ 
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this ; the docnments hi his Register shew that the pmod 
from which he dated his consecration, was in Febmaiy, 
1560-1, not from September, 1559, according to the Nag's- 
head story/ 

But as Jewel was involved in a controversy with Harding, 
so Home was engaged in one with Stapleton, another 
Romish divine, and in both cases ^e Romanists rely much 
on what took place in the course of those controversies. 
Stapleton, according to Mr. Kenrick, in his " Counterblast to 
Horne, pretended Bishop of Winchester," says : 

" To say the truth, you are no Lord of Winchester or any where dse, 
but only Mr. Robert Home« Is it not notorious,, that you and your col- 
leagues were not ordained according to the prescript, I will not say of 
the Church, but even of the very statutes 7 How then can you challenge 
for yourself the name of the Lord Bishop o£ Winchester?" — Kenrick, 
p. 53, 

Here we see nothing like an allusion to the Nag's-head 
story, no denial of the fact of a consecration. He is denying 
Home's Episcopal character, yet he rests his denial, not on 
the want of consecration, but on the irregularity of a conse- 
cration, neither canonical nor legal. In another place, as 
we are told on the same page, he thus addresses Home, 
" You are without any consecration of your metropolitan ; 
himself, poor man, being no bishop neither." But this is 
sufficiently explained by the other, and if it were not, we 
shall presently furnish a commentary. But let us now pro- 
ceed with Mr. Kenrick's passages. 

** In his answer," says Mr. Kenrick, * to Jewel's book, entided ** A 
Reply," he says—" How chanced then, Mr. Jewel, that you and your 
fellows, bearing yourselves for bishops, have not so much as this con- 
gruity and consent, I will not say of the Pope but of any Christian 
bishops at all, throughout Christendom, neither are you liked and 
allowed by any one of them all, but have taken upon you that office, 
without any imposition of hands, without all ecclesiastical authority, 
without all order of canons, and right? I ask not who gave you 
biihopricB, but who made you bishops." pp, 53, 54* 

'Appendix, Nos..xxiv. xxv. zxvi. xxyii. 
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Here, although there is an apparent denial of the imposi- 
tion of hands, yet it is directly connected with the approba- 
tion of the Pope, and the other Christian bishops, meaning 
thereby Romish bishops, for no others had expressed any dis- 
approbation. Moreover, the Christian bishops of Ireland, 
did give their ** congmity and consent." But he has ex- 
plained himself; in the preface to **The Counterblast" above 
mentioned, he has the following words : 

" Again, in the first year of our gracious Queen, the ace of Parliament 
for making and consecrating of bishops, made in the twenty-eighth [25th] 
year of King Henry, was revived. And yet the biahopa were ordered, 
not according to that act,, but according to an act made in King 
Edward his days, and repealed by Queen Mary, and not rktiyed 
the said first year, and if they will say, that that defect is now supplied, 
let them yet remember that they are but parliament bishops, as being 
oxdered in such manner and fashion as no Catholic Church ever used/' 
— Stapleton^t Counterblast, Quarto Louvain, 1567. Latin transla- 
tion in Staplet. Op. T, it. p. 823, cited by Elrington, p. 34. 

The ignorance, or recklessness, of Stapleton is sufficiently 
apparent in this passage, since the act of Henry contains no 
direction about the mode of ordering bishops, but only about 
the election and other preparatory steps ; all of which were 
strictly pursued by Elizabeth. Still, here is a distinct ad- 
mission, in so many words, that the Anglican bishops, in the 
first of Elizabeth's reign, were ordered according to the act 
of Edward VI., that is, by imposition of hands. Their epis- 
copacy is still disputed, because that act had not been revived, 
and because the ordinal was not Catholic. The first objec- 
tion Mr. Kenrick gives up ; the second we shaU consider in 
its place. The admission remains, and is the answer to all 
attempts to convert Stapleton's declamation into the denial 
of the fact of a consecration. There is another admission 
also, that Stapleton believed or knew, that the object of the 
act of the 8th Elizabeth, of which so much is said by Mr. 
Kenrick, was to cure the legal doubt of the title of the Angli- 
can bishops, which arose out of the denial that the statute 
of Edward, and the ordinal framed under its authority, had 
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been revived. In ** The Counterblast" itself, Stapleton ob- 
jects to Home's episcopacy. 

** Because his vocation was directly contrary to the canons and con- 
stitutions of the [Roman] Catholic Church, and the universal custom 
and manner practised heretofore, not only in England, but in all other 
[Rom&n] Catholic countries and Churches ;* and he especially objects 
to him the want of the Pope's confirmation^ and yet further, that there 
being no act of parliament to confirm his marriagey the canon law 
standing in full force, makes him no Bishop, and his heresies also had 
the same effect." — Elrington p» 36.* 

« Staplet. Op. T. ii. p, 838. 

* The proofs, given in the text, that Harding had never heard of the 
Nag's-head fable, and did not mean to deny the fact of the Anglican con- 
secrations seem, to us abundant; but Mr. Haddan has, as in many other 
cases, thrown additional light upon the matter, and we shall again avail 
ourselves of his labors. Bramhall, in his text, had quoted from Stapleton 
these words, " To say truly, you are no Lord of Winchester, nor else- 
where, but only Mr. Robert Home ; . . Is it not notorious, that you and 
your colleagues were not ordained according to the prescript, I wiU not 
say of the Church, but even of the very statutes ? How then can you 
challenge to yourself the name of the Lord Bishop of Winchester? . . 
You are without any consecration at all of your Metropolitan, himself, 
poor man, being no bi^op neither." To this passage Mr. Haddan ap- 
pends the following note : " The quotation in the text is made up of 
three distinct clauses, as above marked, taken from widely separated 
passages : viz. bk. i. c. 1, fol. 7, b, 9, b ; bk. iii. c. 19, fol. 301, a, of the 
original edition, Louvain, 1567, of Stapleton's Counterblast to Mr. 
Home's Vayn Blaste againt M. Feckenham, (tom. ii. pp. 838, 839, 
840, 1031, in Stapleton's Works, edit. 1620,) written upon occasion of 
Home's tendering the oath of supremacy to Feckenham, Abbot of West* 
minster. The second passage should stand thus, * were not ordained^ 
no not according to,' &c. A perusal of the context of the above pas- 
sages which Talbot borrowed, as they stand above, from Champney, wiU, 
prove beyond possibility of doubt, that the writer of them had never 
heard of any thing in the slightest degree resembling the Nag's-head 
story. In his preface to the reader, (pp. 828, 829, ed. 1620 ; not paged 
in edit, of 1567,) he advances the legal objection noticed above, p. 79, 
pote p ;" [The repeal of the statute establishing the ordinal of Edward 
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But the most important tnmsaction in which Home was 
engaged, was his attack upon Boner. This led to passing 
the famous act of the 8th Elizabeth, chapter 1, which has 
been seiased on by the Romanists, as a pretext for the nick- 
name of a Parliament Church, which they bestow upon the 
Church of England. Mr. Kenrick affects to regard this act 
as an admission of the truth of the Nag's-head story ; we are 
about to shew that it is no such thing ; but is, as we have just 
seen Stapleton admitted it to be, an act to remove a legal 
doubt, in the legal construction of a former statute. Mr. 
Kenrick gives an account of it from Ward, a Romish writer, 
and remarks, that ** the account given by the Protestant his- 
torian, Fuller, in his Church History, so exactly coincides 
with that of Mr. Ward, that [he] shall only quote that part 
of it, that throws light upon what was the real difficulty of 
the case.'* p. 38. As in our opinion he has neglected to 

yi.3 ''in bk. i. c. 1, (here quoted,) be specifies as the grounds of his 
denial of Horne's orders — 1. the want of the Pope's confirmation ; 2. 
that he did not possess * approbatam et cutuetam vocationem et conse- 
crationem;' and lastly, in bk. iii. c. 19, he returns to the legal objection. 
Other passages are quoted by Le Quien, (Null, des Ordin. Angl. torn. i. 
pp. 260 — ^282,) and answered by Browne, (cc. vii. viii. xi.) They may 
be divided into two classes ; — 1. such as are taken from his earlier writ- 
ings ;•—€. g. Counterblast, bk. i. c. 5, p. 33 b; bk. iv. c. 7, p. 453, b, 
ed. 1667 ; Fortress of Faith, &c. Pt ii. c. 8, pp. 142, b, 144, a, ed. 
1565 ; Retam of Untruths to Jewel, p. 130, ed. 1566 ;— of which the 
strongest e3q>ressi<H}S amount only to an absolute denial (not of the fact, 
but) of the truth oi Engl, orders, Le Quien's arguments being founded 
in each case (and that very scantily) upon the Latin translation of those 
woxks published in 1620, (which is not Stapleton's,) and not home out 
at all hy the original English ; as may be seen at length in Browne ; 
2. such as are taken from works published 30 years later, e. g. Relect. 
Princip. Fidei. Controy. II. Qu. iv. art. 4, publ. in 1596, which seems 
to be the strongest passage, and in which he adopts the then current un- 
truth, that Engl, bishops were made so, in the first instance, (which 
must mean in the time of Edward YI. and refer to his act abolishing 
Conges d'Elire, &».) * Sola Regia authoritate,' and not by imposition of 
hands.**— ^ramAaiT* Worksy N. E. vol. iii, p. 127, note r. 
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quote ** the part Which throws light on what was the real 
difficulty of the case.'* we shall give our readers the whole, 
although we regret that it is not shorter. 

But that the reader may the better understand it, it is ne- 
cessary to introduce it with a short statement of some histo- 
rical facts. The book called the first Liturgy of Edward 
VI., contained no form for the consecration of bishops or 
ordination of ministers. To remedy this defect, the act of 
3d Edward VI. -ch. 2, contained the following clause : 

" Such form and manner of making^ and consecrating of archbishops, 
bishops, priests, deacons, and other ministers of the Church, as by six 
prelates and six other men of this realm, learned in God's law, by the 
King to be appointed and assigned, or by the most number of them, 
shall be devised for that purpose, and set forth under the great seal, 
before the first of April, next coming, shall be lawfully exercised and 
use^, and none other." 

In pursuance of this act, the office known as the ordinal 
of King Edward VI. was devised and set forth, and during 
the remainder of that reign, was the undoubted law of the 
land. It was not, however, a part of " The Book of Com- 
mon Prayer;'' it is spoken of as a separate book, not only in 
the forty-two articles, set forth in the reign of Edward, but 
in the thirty-nine articles set forth in the reign of Elizabeth. 
A phraseology which, perhaps improperly, is continued in 
the articles, both in England and this country until this day, 
only accommodated to the revisions which have been made 
of the ordinal. In 1552, however, the second Liturgy of 
Edward was set forth. In the statute passed on that occa- 
sion, we find the following words : 

" The King's most excellent Majesty, with the assent of the Lords 
and Commons, in this present Parliament assembled, and by the authority 
of the same> hath caused the aforesaid order of communion service, ei^ 
titled * The book of Common Prayer,' to be faithfully and godly perused, 
explained, and made fully perfect, and by the aforesaid authority, hath 
annexed and joined it, so explained and perfected, to this present 
statute : Adding also a Form and Manner of making and consecrating 
Archbishops, bishops, priests, and deacons, to be of like force, authority. 
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and Talve, as the Btaoe like foresaid book entided * The book of Coiii» 
mon Prayer,' was before, and to be accepted, retained, used and 
esteemed in like sort and manner, and with the same clauses of provi- 
sions and exceptions, to all intents, constructions, and purposes^ as by 
the act of parliament, made in the second year of the King's Majesty's 
reign, was ordained, limited, expressed, and appointed for the unifor- 
mity of service, and the administration of the Sacraments throughout the 
realm, upon such several pains as in the said act of parliament is ex- 
pressed. And the said former act to stand in ^U force and strength, to 
all intents and constructions, and to be applied, practised, and put in use» 
to and for the establishing of the book of Common Prayer, now 
explained and hereunto annexed, and also the raid form of making of 
archbishops, bishops, priests, and deacons hereunto annexed, as it ymB 
for the former book." — Statute 5 and 6 Edw. VL ch, i, $ 5. 

Both these statutes were, however, repealed in the reign 
of Mary. On the accession of Elizabeth, another act was 
passed; of which the following are the clauses bearing upon 
this question : 

** Whereas at.the death of out late Sovereign Lord, King Edward thd 
Sixth, there remained one uniform order of Common Service and Prayer^ 
and of the administrati<» of ^e Sacraments, rites, and ceremonies, in the 
Church of England, anthorised by act of parliament, bolden in the 
fifth and sixth years of our said late Sovereign Lord, King Edward the 
Sixth, entitled, * An Act for the Uniformity of Common Prayer, and 
Administration of the Sacraments,' the which was repealed and taken 
away by act of parliament, in the first year of the reign of our Sovereign 
Lady Queen Mary, to the great decay of the due honor of God, and 
discomfort to the pr<^essors of the troth of Christ's religion. 

" Be it therefore enacted by the authority of this' present parliament, 
that the said estatute of repeal, and every thing therein contained, only 
concerning the said bode, and the service, administration of the Satan* 
ments, rites, and ceremonies, contained or appointed in or by the said book> 
•hall be void and of none effect^ firom and after the Feast of the Nativity 
of St. John Baptist next comings and that the said book, with the 
Older of service, and of the admimstration of the Sacraments, rites, and 
ceremonies, witli the alterations and additioDi therein added and ap- 
pmnted by this estatute, shall stand and be, firom and after the said 
Feast of the Nativi^ of St. John Bapti»t> in fidl fiwce and effect, aococd- 
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ing to thd tenor and efifect of thiB estatato, any thing in the aforesaid 
Mtatute of repeal to the contrary notwithstanding. 

** And fttftfaer, Be it enacted by the Qaeen's Highness, with the assent 
of the Ukda and Commons in this |iresent parliament assembled, and 
by the authority of the saiAe, that all and singular ministersi in any 
Catfaednd or Parish Church, or other place within the redim of England, 
Wales and the Marches of the same, or other of the Queen's dominions; 
shall from and after the Feast of the Nativity of St. John Baptist next 
cOmi&g, be bonnden to say and nse the Matins, Evensong, Celebration 
of the Load's Sapper, and administralion of each of the Sacraments, and 
all ihe common and open prayer, in snch order and form as is mentioned 
in the said book, so authorised by parliament, in the said fifth and sixth 
years of the reign of King Edward the Sixth, with the alteration or ad- 
dition of certain lessons, to be used on every Sunday in the year, and 
the form of the Litany akered and corrected, and two sentences only 
added in the delivery of the Sacrament to the communicants, and none 
. other nor otherwise. "7-jS^to^. 1 Eliz. chap. 2, $ $ 1, 2, 3. 

A question however arose, whether the ordinal was a part 
of the book of CommoB Prayer, and revived by this act, 
which delated to matters ^^ only conceming the said hook.^^ 
The question was certainly a grave one, and led to important 
consequences. But Mr. Kenrick, having adopted a new 
litre of argument, has discovered that his brother Ro- 
manists have been always in the wrong about it, and that 
there never could have been any question at all. We now 
pass to Br. Fuller's account of Boner's case. 

*' In this year began the suit between Robert Home, Bishop of Win- 
chester, and Edmund Boner, late Bishop of London ; on this occasion, 
all bishops were empowered by the statute qidiiio EHzabetha, to ten- 
der &e oath of supremacy to all persons living witfaia dieir dioceses. 
Now Bishop Boner was within the diocese<^of Winchester, full ill against 
his wiU, (as being a prisoi^r in the Marshalsea in Soothwaik,) to whooi 
Home offered this oath, and he refused the taking thereof. Hereupon 
bis refusal was rettimed into the King's Bench, and he. indicted on the 
same. Being indicted, he appeared there, confessed the fact, but denied 
binself culpable; and intending to traverse the indictment, desired' that 
teoBsel might be assigned faxm. Sir Hobert CaDeKne, then Chief Jus- 
tice, granted his motion, and no meaner men than Plowden, that eminen t 
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lawyer, Sir Chrktopher Wray, afterwards Lord Chief Jvctke, and 
— Lovelace, were deputed hia coungel. 

" First, They pleaded for tbeir client, that Boner was indieted without 
the title and addition of ' Bishop of London,' and only styled ' Doctor of 
Law and one in Holy Orders.' But the judges would not allow the ez« 
ception as legal to avoid the indictment. 

"Secondly, They pleaded that the certificate entered upon record, 
was thus brought into the court : iaU die et anno per A, JB, etmeelkh 
rium dieti episeojn Winton ; and did not say per mandatMm epieeopif 
for the want of which clause Boner's counsel took exceptions thereat, 
eed non attoeeUur, because the record of it by the court is not of 
necessity. 

" Pass we by their third exception, * that he was indicted upon that 
certificate in the county of Middlesex, by the common jury of inquest in 
the King's Bench for that county ;' it being resolved by the judges, that 
his trial could not be by a jury of Middlesex, bat by a jury of Surrey, of 
the neighborhood of Southwark. The main matter, which was so much 
debated amongst all the judges, in the Lord CatoJine's chamber, was 
this, ' Whether Boner could give in evidence on that issue, that he had 
pleaded, of not guilty^ that Home, Bishop of Winchester, was not a 
bishop, tempore oblaiionia sacramenHf at the time wherein he tendered 
the oath unto Boner !' And it was resolved by them all," that if ike 
trtUh of the matter were eo indeed, that he might give that in evidence 
upon that issue, and that the jury might try whether he was a bish<^ 
then or no. 

" Whilst this suit as yet depended, the Queen called a parliament, 
September 30th, which put a period to the controversy, and cleared the 
legality of Home's episcopacy, in a statute, enacting, * That all persons 
that have been or shall be made, ordered, or consecrated archbishopfl, 
bishops, priests, ministers of God's Holy Word and Sacraments, or 
deacons after the form and order prescribed in the said order and fom, 
how archbishops, bishops, priests, deacons, and ministen, shoukl be 
consecrated, made, and ordered,' [the ordinal of Edward YI.] ' be in 
▼ery deed, and also by authority hereof, declared and enacted to be, and 
shall be, archbishops, bishops, priests, ministers, and deacons, and rigfady 
made, consecrated, and ordered) any statnte, law, canon, or other thing 
to the contrary notwithstanding. 

•Dyer, foj|, ^A- ^ich. et 7 BUx. PlaeUo^ 15, 
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** However it immediately foUoweth: 'Prorided always, and never- 
theless be it enacted by the authority aforesaid, That no person or pe]> 
tons shall at any time hereafter be impeached, or molested in body, 
lands, livings, or goods, by occasion or mean of any certificate, by any 
archbishop or bishop, heretofore made, or before the last day of this pre- 
sent session of parliament, to be made, by virtue of any act made in the 
first session of parliament, touching or concerning the refusal of the oath 
declared and set forth by act of parliament, in die first year of the reign 
of our Sovereign Lady Queen Elizabeth, any thing in this act or any 
other act to the contrary notwithstanding. 

** The seasonable tnterposing of' this statute madh it a drawn battle 
between Home and Boner. The former part thereof here alleged, 
cleared Home's episcopacy from all cavils of law, the latter proviso 
was purposely inserted in favor of Boner, [who here himself found what 
he never shewed to others,] that he [as ail other Popish bishops de- 
prived,] might be no more molested, for refusteg the oath of supremacy. 
The Parliament saw they had already lost their livelihood and liberties 
for their erroneous consciences, and had received their thirty-nine stripes, 
more than which the State thought not fit to inflict, lest their Justice 
should degenerate into cruelly. 

" The enacting of this statute did not stop the railing mouths of Pa- 
pists against our bishops, but only made them alter their note, and 
change their tune in reviling them. Formerly they condemned them as 
illegal, whose calling was not sufficiently warranted by the laws of the 
land ; hencefon^'ard Sanders and others railed on them for ' parliamen- 
taiy bishops,' deriving all their power and commission from the State. 
But as well might the Jesuits term Shemaiah and Nethaniah prerogative 
Levites, 2 Chron. xvii. 8. because sent by Jehosaphat to preach to the 
people of the land. For the good king did not give, but quicken and 
encourage, their commission to teach ; as here the parliament did only 
publish, notify, and declare the legal authority of the English bishops, 
whose call and conscomtion to their place was formerly performed, de- 
rived from Apostolical-, or at leastwise, ecclesiastical institution."— -JV^ 
ler^s Church History , Book ix, sect. 2nd, Edit. Bvo. London, 1842. 
vol. a. pp. 478, 479, 480. 

It is quite clear that there is nothing in this passage to 
countenance the tale of the Nag's-head. The clause in the 
act of parliament, which, according to Dr. Fuller, '* cleared 
Home's episcopacy from all cavils of law," confirmed no 
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such traiiMictioii, but only legalised the orders of those who 
had been ordamed according to the ordinal of King Edward 
VI. Yet Mr. Kenrick is " much inclined to question,** that 
" he chiefly relied on the non-reviTal of Edward's ordinal, 
as the proof of their illegality.*' jp. 39. For his doubts he 
assigns se¥eral reasons. One that Boner would not have de- 
nied the validity of an episcopal consecration, in consequence 
of a legal informality, p. 45. But in a judicial proceeding, 
the line of defence is rather the act of the counsel than the 
client. If it were not, and Boner were as conscientious as 
Mr. Kenrick can desire, it would have been perfectly right 
for him to avail himself of a legal flaw in Horae's character, 
in a criminal proceeding founded on an act exclusively legal, 
not ecclesiasticaL We have seen Harding and Stapleton 
urging this very objection, even in theological controversies. 
Another reason, is that the Romanists reproached the Eng- 
lish bbhops with the want of consecration, which they would 
not have done on merely legal grounds. They, themselves, 
put it partly on legal grounds, partly on the defects of the 
ordinal. Another reason is that Strype, near a century and 
a half after the transaction, assigns a diflerent ground. p.Al. 
A fourth, that Courayer, still later, conjectures a ground, 
upon which, he supposes, that the denial of the revival of 
Edward's ordinal, might have stood. But the strongest rea- 
son is, that in Mr. Kenrick*8 opinion, the ordinal of Edward 
was revived. This opinion he maintains at some length, 
seemiog to think every body must agree with him; and 
gravely sustaining himself by what he calls the admissions 
of Protestant writers. Now we believe he is the first Ro- 
manist, who has not denied the revival : the admissions he 
relies on, are attempts of the Protestants to prove it against 
their Romish adversaries. His construction of the statute 
of 1 Eliz., may be right-— it has the authority of the act of 
the 8th with it; but it is not so clear that nobody could ever 
doubt it. We have seen Stapleton actually denying it; and 
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Cballoner^ mother Rpmish writer, Mi 1742,. osea iMa h»^ 
gnage: 

" Pariser*A coDsect&doD, stipposibg ^e tnriih oTthe LomBeih Jteg^evr. 
was neither /^gMZ^ nov eanonieal;. diat is, it was neither aceoiding to 
Ae laws of the' land^ nor the canons of the Chopch. 

** 1. It waa Dol according tathe laws of the l^d then 19 iotee ; be^ 
oaose he was consecrated, if we believe the J^jpit^er, after tbe maaner 
of King EkIwBid's Ordinal, wBdi having been eiqnressly repealed by law 
under Qosen N^iy,. was not restored at ^ time of Parker's consecrar. 
tion. For ^e statute 1 Eliz. 1^ reyersed that of Queen lllary only as far 
as it concerned the Book of Common J^rayer, and not as to the Ordinal 
of King Edward, as is plain from the words of the statute, and therefore 
the consecration of Parker by that ordinal was illegal." — Ghalloner,, 
Groundt of the Old Religion, Edit. London^ 1820^ ISmo. p, 197. 

Mr. Kenrick has referred to Dr. Heylin's account of this 
matter, we therefore give an extract £rom that part of his 
work which bears upon the subject. 

" The second principal plea was this, that Home, at the time when 
the oath was tendered, was not Bishop of Winchester, and therefore not 
empowered by the said statute to niake tender of it, by himself or his 
chancellor. And for the proof of this, that he was no bishop,, it was al- 
leged, that The Form of Ooneecraium of Ar4hbi$hop9 and Bithopt^ 
which had been ratified hy Parliament m the time of King Edward, 
had been repealed in the first year of Qntten Mary, and so remamed 
at Home'* pretended consecration. The caase being pat off froa» 
term to term, came at last to be debated amongst the judges at Ser- 
geant's Inn, by whom the cause was finally put upon the issue, and the 
trial of that issue ordered to be coqamitted to a jury of the county of 
Surrey. But then withal it was advised, that ^e decision of the point 
should rather be referred to the following parliament, for fear that such 
a weighty matter might misGarry by a country jury, of whose either par* 
tiality [or] insijrfficiency there had been some proof made before, toucV 
ing the grants made by King Edward*^ bishops, of which a gteat Biany 
had been made [void] under this pretence, that the gnantora weue not 
actually bishops, nor legally possessed of their several sees. 

** According to this sound advice, the business came under considera- 
tioQ in the following parliament, which began on the 30di September, 
where all the particulars being fully and considerately discoursed upon, 
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it wsB first declared, ' That their not restoring that boek ti»the fonner 
power, in tenns significant and express, was but €<uut omtsntt; and 
secondly, that by the statutes 5th and 6th Edward 6th, it had been 
added to the Book of Common Prayer, and Administration of the Sacrip 
ments, as a member of it, or at least an appendant to it^ and therefore 
by 1st Eliz. was restored again, together vritStx the said Beok of Common 
Prayer, intentionally at least, if not in terminit.* But being the nfordt 
in the said statute were not clear ^enough to remove all doukts, they 
did therefor reviTe it now; and did accordingly enact,, that all persons 
that had been or should be made, ordered, or consecrate archbishops, 
bishops, priests, ministers of God's Holy Word and Sacraments, or dea- 
conSjL after the form and order prescribed in the said book, be in yexy 
deed and also by authority hereof, declared and enacted te be and shall 
be ardibii^ps, bishops, priests, ministers, and deacons, rightly made, 
consecrate, and ordered, any statute, law, canon, or any thing to the 
contrary notwithstanding." — Heylinj pp, 345^ 3^6, Edit, London, 
folio,, 1674^ 



ESSAY V. 



*^ii^^^^^0^0^0^0^0^0^0^0^ 



THE QUESTION IN ELIZABETH'S TIME. 

We now proceed to examine the testimony, which 3In 
Kenrick has produced, in order to shew that the Nag*s-head 
story was publicly known in Elizabeth's reign. This may 
be diyided into three classes. Protestants who admit the 
fact, that the English bishops had no orders; Romanists who 
deny Parker's consecration ; and Protestants who admit that 
Romanists had spoken of the Nag's-head story. Of the first 
class, he has named none who can even be pretended to have 
alluded to the Nag's-head fable. Among the Romanists he 
has not been more successful. Of Protestant writers, who, 
according to him, admit that the English Church has no 
valid orders, he has named, besides Jewel, whose testimony 
we have already considered, only Whitaker and Fulke.' 

'We have, perhaps, in this place spoken more slightly of Drs. Whit- 
aker and Fulke than was proper, for we find Abp. Bramhall has spoken 
more respectfully of them than ourselves. It is, however, certain that 
^ey were puritans, and as such, not the true representatives of the 
Church of England. Justice to them, periiaps, requires that we should 
print their views on Episcopacy, as given us by Abp. Bramhall, in "The 
Serpent Salve," a work directed against the Dissenters, as they have 
been since called. In this work. Dr. Bramhall says :" I see it lately 
published to the world in print, that Dr. Whitaker, Dr. Fulke, and Dr. 
Reynolds were all oppugners of Episcopacy. Perhaps of Popish Epis- 
copacy ; that is the abuse, not the thing; or of an absolute necessity, by 
Divine right, of such and such an Episcopacy, endowed with such or 
such degrees of power or preeminence ; or of such an Episcopacy, as is 
held to differ from presb3rterate in the very power of order: but surely 
not of Episcopacy itself. I wondered at the impudence of the man. It 
is a bad cause which stands in need to be under-propped with such pious 
impious hands, and is only fortified with hideous and palpable lies. If 
he fable in this, let him have the just reward of a liar,—- not to be trusted 
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These men are not of the great doctors of the Anglican 
Church. Fulke would, in fact, now be" forgotten, but for 
his book against the Rhemish Testament. Yet upon them 
does he rely to establish, against the Articles, the Homiliea, 
and the Ordinal, the strange fancy that the Church of Eng- 
land attached no Importance to holy, orders. Whitakei;, a 
learned puritan, in a work in which he had undertaken the 
impossible task of sustaining the orders of the continental 
Protestants, says : "I would not have you to think that we 
make such reckoning of your orders, as to hold our own 
vocation unlawful without them." — KenricTc, p. 59. There 
is something in the air of this sentence, which induces a 
suspicion that if we had the context, we should find that the 
writer was speaking of some orders peculiar to the Roman- 

in other matters. And first for Dr. Whitaker, — ^Bellarmine objects 
against the Protestants, that they take away bisbops; be answers, 
* Neque nos iotum Episcoporum ordtnem damnamus, ut iUe faXso 
ealumniaturf sed pseudo-Episcopos tantum Pontijicios^'^* We do not 
condemn all the order of bishops as he falsely slanders us, but only those 
bishops of the Church of Rome,'— and about the same place, speaking 
of that ancient constitution, that three bishops should be present at the 
ordination of a bishop, he affirms, ' that it was a good and i^oodly aaao- 
tios,' and fit for ' those good times/ Dr. Fulke expressed! himself 
home; — 'That among the clergy, for order and seemly government, 
there was .always one principal, to whom the name c^ bishop or 
superintendant hath been applied, by long use oi the Church ; which 
room Titus exercised in Crete, Timothy in Epbesus, others in other 
places : that though a bishop and an elder is of one oider and authority 
in preaching the Word and administering the Sacraments, yet in govern- 
ment by ancient use of speech, be is only called a bishop, who in Sciip- 
ture is called * xpoiar&yavoif * rrposariaSf' * {jyoHiuvoSf* (Rom. xii. 8. — 1 TitQ. 
V. 17.— Heb. xiii. 17,) that is, the chief in government, to whom the 
ordination or consecration by imposition of bands was always principally 
committed.' So, according to Dr. Fulke^ the name is from mim, but 
the office from God. I beseech the reader view the three places cited 
by bim at leisure, and there shall see who are the rulers* and governors, 
and ruling elders mentioned in Holy Scripture, in tbe judgment of Dr. 
Fulka."— Works, N. E. vol. Hi. pp. 473, 474. 
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istSt not of Cstliolic ordhifttion. But be that as it may ; it 
timoimta, taking the words in the strongest sense they will 
bea^, only to the opinion of WhiVaker, of one man and he a 
paiitan. We are not conversant with the writings of the 
oM puritans, and we sospect that Mr. Kenrick is not more 
so ; or he wonld Have found in them many expressions quite 
as much to his purpose as ^lis single one of Whitaker*s. But 
the Pnritans no more represent the Anglican Church, than 
llieir kinsmen the Jansenists, do the Romish Church. Both 
were parties witihsn thekr respective bodies, holding opinions 
which, 'v^edier true or false, were not the opinions of the 
Churches to which the parties respectively belonged. But 
what is the true meaning of Whitaker*s expressions ? He 
only asserts the validity of the vocation of which he speaks ; 
and we know not what vocation that was, but does not deny 
the necessity of some vocation.^ 

Fnlke a^>ears to have been a very coarse writer, and, as 
quoted by Mr. Kenrick, at second hand, he says : ** You are 
highly deceived, if you think we esteem your offices of 
btriiops, priests, and deacons, better than laymen;'* and in 
another work : ** With all our hearts,^we defy, abhor, detest, 
and spit at your stinking, greasy, and anti-Christian orders.** 
— Id. These seem to be rather attacks on the Romish 
orders, than admissions of a defect in the English. We 

y Mr. Haddan seems to have taken very much the same view of the 
pMM^es which the Romanists have been accostomed to use from Wfait- 
aker, as we have done in the text. He says : " Wfaitaker in tbis chap- 
ter is disputing BeOarmine's doctrine concerning succession of bishops, 
as a note of the Cfattrch ; and in order to take up a ground which shall 
at OBoe include foreign ProtetUnUs and exclude Rotnaniedyhb dwells 
strongly on doctrinal, as distinct from personal succession, rests the 
claims of ministers on * extraordinary' vocation, and affirms priestly to 
be eqmraient to Episcopal orders. It is futSle to argue from this agaanst 
thm fact of a personal succession in the EngUeh Chnieh.'' It undoubt- 
edly proves Dr. Whitaker to have been a very bad Churchman, but it 
proves nothing more. — BramhaWe Workty jV. E. vol. in, p. 135, 
noie #. 
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know not on what ground Dr* Fulke denies tbe authority of 
the Romish orders ; he was probably wrong in so doing, as 
he was certainly wrong in the manner of doing it. But 
whatever the grounds of his denial were, and whether they 
were solid or not, they did not extend to the Anghcan 
ordinations ; for in another work he says, in the same coarse 
style : ** It is a lie of this author's to say, that they do not 
use laying on of hands, and that at the beginning there was 
no bishop to lay them on. For there was one popish bishop 
in place, and many consecrated in the time of King Edward." 
"■^FiiLke's Answer to StapUtan, p. 142, London, 1584, cited by 
ElringUm,p* 23.* 

* There is a sitnilar resemblance between iBramhall^s view and our 
own in the Case of Fulke. The Abp. says t " You say Mr. Fulke speakd 
more plainly ; let us hear him,*^* You are highly deceived, if you think 
we esteem your offices of bishops, priests, and deacons, better than lay* 
tnen ; . . . and with all our hearts -^e defy, abhor, detest, and spit at, 
your stinking, greasy, anti-christian orders.' This is high enough, in- 
deed, and might have been expressed in more moderate terms ; but it is 
to be expounded, not of the invalidity of your ordination, as if it wanted 
any essential, but partly in respect of the not using or abasing these 
sacred offices, and partly in respect of the laws of England. Excess 
may make an ordination unlawful, although they do not make it invalid. 
Holy orders are an excellent grace, conferred by God for the conversion 
of men ) but if tliose who have them, instead of preaching truth, do teach 
errors to his people, and adulterate the old Christian Faith by addition 
o{ new articles, they are no longer true pastors, but wolves which destroy 
the flock ; and so they are not only no ' better,* but worse than laymeo ; 
' eorrupHo optimi pesnma.* In this respect they tell you, that your 
priests and bishops are not true priests and bishops ( as Maicellus told 
his soldiers, that they were no true Romans> (who were natural Ro- 
mans,) because they wanted the old Roman virtue. Lastly, you have 
habitual power to exercise these offices, but you want actual power in 
England, by reason of the not-application, or rather the subtraction of 
the matter by our laws { so you are no legal bishops or priests there. 
This I take to have been the sense of those two doctors,*' vis. Whitaker 

Fulke.— W?rA#, JV. E. vol Hi, pp. 135, 136. 
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The Protestant authorities being of so little worth, we 
pass to the Romish. Of these the first, with the exception 
of Harding and Stapleton, who have been already disposed 
of, is Sanders. Sanders, according to Mr. Kenrick, uses the 
following language : 

'* For being destitute of all lawful ordinatioo, when they were com- 
monly said and proved by the lawi of England to be no bishops, they 
were constrained to crave the assistance of the secular power, that they 

« 

Upon this passage Mr. Haddan has a notOj which is valuable for its 
&cts, and which we shall therefor copy. It is appended immediately to 
die above quotation fron^Fulke. 

" This quotation/' says Mr. Haddan, *' is made up of two passagf^s 
from distinct tracts, as marked above, borrowed by Talbot, as they stand 
in the text, from Chanpney or Fitzsimon. The first is from PulkeN 
Answer of a True Christian to a Counterfeit Catholito, )ut. 13, p. 50. 
Lend. 1577 ; the second from his Retentive against Bristow's Motives, 
Motive 21, p. 69. Lond. 1580. It must be added — 1. that the Pref. to 
the Ordinal, ratified by Convocation in 1562, is a sufficient confutation 
of any such inference as is sought to be fixed on the above passages ; 
and 2. that they are in themselves by no means a fair specimen of the 
ground taken by Elizabethan divineS, or even by Whitaker and Fulke, in 
behalf of Anglican orders.'' See the last note but one, and ** see the full 
account of the subject in Keble's Preface to Hooker, pp. li. Ixxvii.; to 
which may be added the testimony of Fulke himself. Overthrow of Sta- 
pleton's Fortress, c. viii. p. 113. Lond. 1580;-'that 'imposition of 
hands is used of us in ordaining of ministers ;' and that ' where he saith 
that when aU the popish bps. were deposed, there was none to lay hands 
on the bps. that should be newly consecrated, St is utterly false ; for there 
was (me of the popish bishops that continued in his place, there were also 
divers that were consecrated bps, in Kg. Edward's time:'— and of 
Bridges, Defence of Ch. Gov. bk. xv. p. 1276. publ. by authority, in 
1587, (and quoted by Fitzsimon in the veiy same page with the above,) 
affirming pointedly and expressly against the Puritans, the derivation of 
our orders through the Roman Catholics. Further, although Dr. Au- 
brey, Orindall's, Vicar General, acknowledged Scotch Presbyterian orders 
in 1582, (see Collier, Ch. Hist. vol. ii. p. 579,) yet Whitgift, on the 
other hand, disallowed thdse of foreign Presbyterians, in the case of 
Travers, in 1584.) See Walton's Hooker, in Wordsw. Eccl. Biogr. 

vol. iii. p. 472, and note." Note t, p. 135. 
11 
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might receive l^e consecration of the lay magistrate in tho next 
parliament : by authority whereof if any thing were done amiss/ and not 
according to the preteript of the laWf or omitted and left undone in the 
former inauguration, it might be pardoned tbem ; and that after they had 
enjoyed the episcopal office and chair many years, without any episcopal 
consecration" — p. 55. 

What is this but a statement of the fact that there was a 
legcd defect in the consecration of the English bishops, which 
legal defecty parliament by authority of law supplied. Dr. 
Sanders chooses to call this legal defect a want of episcopal 
consecration ; but he was not particular about truth in mat- 
ters touching the Reformation. If \^e mistake not, he is 
the person who left on record the remarkable opinion, that 
it is lawful to calumniate an opponent. The whole passage 
shews that he admits an actual consecration, which he 
regards as void, because of its supposed inconsistency with 
the laws of England. B ut he elsewhere styles them " queen's 
prelates," and calls Parker ** Master Doctor Parker, bear- 
ing the name of the Archbishop of Canterbury." What 
then ? The former passage explains it ; Dr. Sanders chose 
to treat their consecration as a nullity, because illegal ; while 
at the same time he denies the right of the parliament to re- 
move the legal defect. This is not logical, but that is not oui* 
fault; nor was it that of Dr. Sanders; but of his cause, 
which would not allow him to be logical. He never meant 
to deny the fact of consecration, for in another place he says : 

" Elizabeth indeed conferred bishoprics by letters patent, but so that 
she obliged thosef who were thus collated, to be ordained by certain 
persons, and by sonie ceremonies prescribed by the laws of the realm.'\ 
— Z>e Schism. Anglic, lib. Hi. p. 347, cited by Elringtonj pp. 34. 35. 

But: " According to Fuller, * Sanders (who died in 1583) lewdly lies 
that these new elected bishops, out of good fellowship, mutually conse- 
crated each other.' The same was also affirmed of Sanders by Dr. Kel- 
lison, as we learn from Mason, who however says that Sanders, men- 
tions no such thing. It may not, perhaps, be found in his ' History of 
the English Schism/ which, of all his, works, is the one most generally 
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known : but these testimonies render it probable that he mentiooed it in 
some other of his numerous works. The denial of Mason, is consequently 
inconclusive."— JKTcwrMrAr, p. 99.' 

The denial of MasoD would certainly not be conclasive ; 
but the work on the English Schism^ where Mr. Kenrick 
admits that ** perhaps it is not," is the very place where it 
would be, if any where. It is moreover, probably the place 
where Kellison asserted that it was, since we have seen that 
it was the place where Heylin supposed it to be.* Mason's 
denial taken alone, would certainly not be conclusive, but 
two hundred and thirty years, have elapsed since that denial 
was published. These afford time enough to have found the 
passage ; and it would most assuredly have been found, had 
it existed ; either in Sanders' book on the English Schism, 
or in any "other of his numerous works." The absence of 
proof to establish the fact denied, not the denial itself, is con- 
clusive. We conclude then, that both Heylin and Fuller 
have been deceived by the assertions of Kellison and Fitz- 
simon.^ 

• Ante, page 78. 

•» What Sanders said will appear by the following extracts from Arch- 
bishop Bramhall's " Consecration of Protestant Bishops Vindicated." — 
" Let them tell me," says Bramhall, " how it cometh to pass, that Nicho- 
las Sanders, who professeth to write *■ The Ecclesiastical History of Eng- 
land from the one and twentieth year of Henry the Eighth, until the 
eight and twentieth of Queen Elizabeth,' then current, in his ' Three Books 
of the Original and progress of tlie English Schism/ hath no one syllable 
of the Nag's-head ordination?" WorlcBf New Edition^ vol. Hi. p, 46. 
He having related the form of our English consecrations, partly true 
and partly false, proceedeth to this first ordination of Protestant Bish- 
ops, in the beginning of Queen Elizabeth's reign; alleging that "the 
Catholic bishops refused to impose hands upon them, and that they bad 
not of themselves two or three bishops, or so much as one metropolitan. 
What a shameful untruth is this, that there were not ' two or three' 
Protestant bishops, when the Queen's commission under the great seal 
of England, recorded in the Rolls, is directed to seven Protestant bish« 
opsy expressly by their names and titles. 
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Tl\e next witness is Bristol, "who says : ** In England the 
king, yea the queen, may give their letters patent to whom 

" He addeth, that * they were very instant with an Irish Archbishop 
to have presided at their ordination, but he would not.' He mistaketh 
the matter altogether; they might have had seven Irish archbishops and 
bishops if they had needed them ; — where the proceedings were not so 
rigorous, where the old bishops complied and held their places, and 
joined in such ecclesiastical acts, until they had made away to their kin- 
dred all the lands belonging to their sees. We foimd one bishopric re- 
duced to live marks a year by these temporisers, another to forty shil- 
lings a year, and all of them to very poor pittances for pxelates. But 
by this means there wanted no ordaioers ; never did any man question 
the ordination of the first Protestant bishops in Ireland until this day. 

" Then he telleth, bow, being thus rejected by the Catholic bishops 
and the Irish archbishop, they applied themselves to the lay magistrate 
in the ensuing parliament for confirmation, from whence they were called 
parliamentary bishops. By whom were they called so? By none but 
himself and his fellows. How many ordinations were passed, one 
after another, before that parliament T Was there any diing moved in 
this parliament concerning any the least essential of our Episcopal ordi- 
nation ? Not at all, but only concerning the repealing and reviving of 
an English statute. English statutes cannot change the essentials of or- 
dination ; either to make that consecration valid which was invaKd, or 
that invalid which was vaHd. The validity or invalidity of ordination 
dependeth not upon human law, but upon the institution of Christ. 
Neither did we ever since that parliament, change one syllable in our 
form of ordination." [Note, this was written before 1662.] "Then 
what was this confirmation that he speaks of? It was only a declara- 
tion of the parliament, that all the objections which those men made 
against our ordinations, were slanders and calumnies ; and that all the 
bishops which had been ordained in the Queen's time, had been rightly 
ordained, according to the form prescribed by the Church of England 
and the laws of the land. These men want no confidence, who are not 
ashamed to use this statute in this case. But we shall meet with this 
parliament again. 

"■ In all this impertinent discourse, where is the fable of the Nag's- 
head ordination? It had been a thousand times more material than all 
tliis jargon. And you may be sure it had not been missing, if there had 
been the least grain of truth in it, or if there had but been any suspicion 
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they willf and thenceforward they may bear themselves for 
bishops, and may begin to ordain ministers." — KenricJc, pp. 
55, 56. The man who would publish such a notorious false- 
hood,' utterly discredits himself. He is either totally igno- 
rant of the subject, or worse. His assertion [quoted, Ken- 
rick, jp. 56.] that the priests who had been made ** by the 
[Roman] Catholic rite,*' ** were deemed without a new ordi- 
nation, to be not only priests, but even bishops and arch- 
bishops, either by virtue of the royal letters, or by a certain 
ridiculous consecration, of those who had received no power 
to consecrate, except what the queen had given them ;" is to 

of it when that was written. It was not then full thirty years after 
Archbishop Parker's consecration, and there were store of eye-witnesses 
living to have hissed such a senseless fable out of the world. And there- 
fore Sanders,* very prudently for himself, after so many intimations, 
passed by their ordination in a deep silence, which was the only work 
he took in hand to shew. — * Qttaleacunquefuerint aui qv>omodocunqut 
fctcti sunt isti Paeudo-Epiteopiy &c. — * What manner of persons 
soever these false bishops were, or after whatever manner soever they 
were ordained;' &c. If Bishop Scory had ordained them all at the 
NagVhead, by laying a Bible upon their heads, and this form of words, 
' Take thou authority to preach the Word of GioD sincerely ;' Mr. Sanders 
needed not to have left the case so doubtful how they were ordained. 
And if there had been the least suspicion of it, he would have blown it 
aloud upon a silver trumpet ; but God be thanked there was none. The 
universal silence of all the Romish writers of that age, when the Nag's- 
head ordination is pretended to have been done, in a case which con- 
cerned them all so nearly, and which was the chief subject of all their 
disputes, is a convincing proof to all men, who are not altogether pos- 
sessed with prejudice, that either it was devised long after, or was so 
lewd a lie, that no man dared to own it, whilst thousands of eye- 
witnesses of Archbishop Parker's true consecration at Lambeth were 
living."— iWd. ffp. 47, 48, 49. 
c See Ante, pp. 28 to 32i 
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■ 

be disregarded, as coming from a man unworthy of credit.' 
This would be right, even if he were not contradicted upon 
the matter directly asserted, by the statutes, the Prayer 
Book, the records of the kingdom and of the Church, and the 
notorious fact. The third quotation from this valuable wit- 
ness, is nothing more than a statement that the Church of 
Rome does not acknowledge the validity of our orders. This- 
we are willing to believe on Mr. Kenrick's own assertion. 

^ This passage of Bristow, wild and absurd as it is, is really, upon the- 
8i^>position that it is genuine, the best piece of testimony which IVlr. 
Kenrick produces. But unfortunately, for the Romanist cause, it is not 
Bristow'sy as we, misled by the Romanist writers, believed when we 
wrote the text, and what is more to the purpose, it was not published 
until after HoUiwood had promulgated his invention of the Nag's-head. 
For these important discoveries we have again to thank Mr. Haddan. 
Bristow's book, entitled " Motives to the Catholic Faith," wasfirst pub- 
ished in 1574. In this book, at folio 90, b, he affirms, ** that the £ng-. 
lish * seek as much as they possibly can to be consecrated by one of our' 
£ Romanist] ' order, lest there might some dangec or doubt arise after- 
ward of their right institution ; and in $ 22, foh 93, a, 94^ b, he denies 
that they can shew the lawful, orderly, entire, ^thout any breach, and 
sound notorious succession of bi$hops,' &/c. ' ever since the Apostles' 
time.' The man who affirmed this, and no more, had certainly never 
heard of the Nag's-head story. And the case is plainer from the fact, 
that Worthington, who in 1608 (four years after Holliwood) published 
a Latin work, founded on Bristow's, and professing to be a translation 
of it by Bristow himself, although almost entirely a difierent book, adds 
to the above passage an assertion, that Parker, Grindall, Sandys, 
Home, and the others, having been ordained priests, ' secundum Catho- 
licum ritum,' thought themselves bishops, and even archbishops, ' sine 
nova ordinatione,' and were made bishops, ' vel solis Uteris Regiis vel 
ridicula quadam consecratione eorum qui nuUam nisi a Regina potesta- 
tern consecrandi acceperant.' ( Antihu^ret. Motiva, Moiiv, 24 $ 4. pp. 
266, 277.) [This is the passage translated in Mr. K's book, and copied 
in the text.] And even this (which is unfairly quoted by Le Quien, as 
from Bristow in 1567; — if it was his, it was not published until 1608, 
which was after his death) falls very short of the Nag's-head story.''—- 
9ramhalVt Works, N, E, vol, m. p, 124, note h. 
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The next witness is Rainolds, author of a strange book, 
called CaWino-Turcismns, the object of which is to prove 
that Protestantism is worse than Mahomedanism. A propo- 
sition which seems to give countenance to the notion of a 
Protestant writer, that the man was mad. In this strange 
book it seems that there is an assertion— that 

"There is no heidsmBii in all Turkey, who hath not undertaken 
the government of his herd upon better reason and greater right, order» 
and authority, than these, your magnificent apostles and evangelists, can 
shew for thi3 divine and high office of governing souJs." — Kenrickf p. 
56. 

This is a rhetorical flourish *' full of sound and fury, signi- 
fying nothing." It does not rise to the dignity of *^ a tale 
told by an idiot." One wonders to find it gravely quoted to 
prove any thing, unless perhaps the madness or folly of the 
writer. 

The only two remaining Kon^ish witnesses are Weston 
and Osorius, who are introduced as saying that the English 
prelates had no consecration. With respect to Osorius, who 
was a Portuguese, it is clear that he had no means of infor- 
mation. He could know nothing of the matter ; his opinion 
is merely the echo of the empty noise, made by the English 
Komanists. The value of this we have already ascertained, 
by examining their assertions as reported by Mr. Kenrick. 
The quotations, both from* Weston and Osorius, are suspi- 
ciously short ; had we access to their works, we might find 
some ' qualifying expressions, which would prove that they 
meant, what all the other witnesses have been shewn to 
mean, that the English bishops had' no consecration t^i^ic^ the 
Romanists accounted valid. What then has all this array of 
witnesses proved? Just this ; that the Romanists of Eliza- 
beth's reign, had all the disposition in the world to tell the 
tale of the Nag*s-head profanation, if they had ever heard of 
it, and that they did not tell it. 

* Weston's book was not published until 1602. — See BramhalVt 
WorMt N. £. p. 31y n. c. 
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The Protestants who are produced, as admitting that the 
Romanists had mentioned the Nag's-head transaction, in 
Elizabeth's time, are Mason, Godwin, Fuller, and Heylin, 
to whom may be added Courayer, who, though a Komanist, 
wrote on the Protestant side of this controversy. Heylin's 
admission we haye already explained.' Godwin is only in- 
troduced as stating that Harding had said something about it. 
But if Harding had really done so, the passage would have 
been found and produced in the lapse of more than two cen- 
turies. Moreover the quotations from Harding, which we 
have copied from Mr. Kenrick,s prove that he did not know, 
or did not believe the tale. If he had, it is not conceivable 
that he should have refrained from telling Jewel, when the 
latter stated that he had been consecrated by Parker and 
three bishops, that he had been consecrated by Scory alone, 
at a tavern. 

Fuller's evidence is as follows : 

" But when once one Jesuit had got this shameless lie of the NagV 
head, by, (I cannot say by the tail, but by the ears,) instantly Champ- 
ney, Fitzsimon, Parsons, Kellison, and Constable, and all the whole 
kennel of them, bawl it out in their books to all posterity." — Kenriek. 
p, 99. Fuller, vol. m. p, 454. Book ix, gee, 1, IT 27. 

But then he immediately adds, what Mr. Kenriek, with 
his usual prudence, omits : 

" All ike authority the Papists produce for their Nag's-head conse- 
cration, is ultimately resolved into the single testimony of one -Thomas 
Neale, chaplain to Bishop Bonex, and some time Hebrew professor in 
Oxford." — Puller, ubi supra., 

Upon this Mr. Kenriek remarks : " The words of Fuller 
shew, that long before Kellison and Holhwood, [Sacro 
Bosco] the Nag's-head narrative was publicly declared by 
Parsons and Constable." They shew nothing of the sort. 
They shew that Fuller believed, that all those whom he 
named had learned the story from one Jesuit, HoUiwood. And 
further, that it all rested on the testimony of oqe witness, 

^ Ante, page 76. i Ante, pages 97, 98, 99., See also note n, page 100^ 
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Nea]e. But how was the fact ? Champney wrote thirteen 
years after HoUiwood, according to Mr. Kenrick himself. 
Compare p, 85 with p, 67. Fitzsimon has never been pre- 
tended to have written before Holliwood. Keliison actually 
quotes him ; see his story in £lrington, p. 66.^ But ** the 

^ We think it be$t to reprint here all that Dr. fUrington saya about 
Keliison, including Kellison's own version of the Nag's-head story. As 
we shall also re-print from Mason, that part of the preface to Faxsons, 
which relates to the matter, and Holliwood's story, and have given 
Champney's at page 80, the reader will be enabled to judge for himself 
bow little the different versions <^ this ridiculous story a^^ree with each 
other. 

" Keliison tells us a sixth story, which, it appears, he learned between 
the years 1608 and 1616, for he published his English Survey of the 
New Religion in 1603, and a second edition of it in 1605, and his Re- 
ply to SiUcUffe in 1608, without mentioning the story uf the Nag'a-head 
consecration ; except incidentally in the latter work, saying, that he had 
heard it credibly reported, that tome of them were made Bishops at 
the Nag^s-headf a JU church for such a consecration. But in 1616 
came out his * Examen nova Reformationis^ with his account of it. 
This runs as follows : — ' That as none of the Catholic Prelates would or- 
dain Queen Elizabeth's new Bishops, they were obliged to wait upon 
an Irish Archbishop, then prisoner in the Tower, and, with many entrea- 
ties and offers of great rewards, to desire him to lay hands on them, 
which Bishop refusing, they were forced to request Scorye's assistance, 
which otherwise they had not desired, because they knew him only to be 
a titular bishop, and unlawfully made in King Edward's time. So 
Constable relates it from Stowe, who, though he durst not put it into 
his Chronicle, yet used often to tell it to the Catholics, of whom some 
are yet alive. Many others, worthy of all credit, have related the same ; 
and one Thomas NealCf Professor of Hebrew in the University of Ox- 
ford, 'who also himself was an eye-witness, used to declare to many per- 
sons (whereof some are yet living) that this consecration of the first mock 
Bishops, under Queen Elizabethf was in a tavern in London, at the 
Nags' 'Heady in Cheapside; a fit church for such a consecration. So 
also Sacrp Bosco related it— and because they were sensible that they 
were not consecrated according to the statute, 25th Henry the Eighth, 
which requires that a Bishop be not consecrated but by three Bishops, 
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Nag's-head narrative," says Mr. Kenrick, "was publicly de- 
clared by Parsons and Constable, long before Kellison and 
Holliwood." Indeed ! Yet Constable^s narrative was first 
published by Champney, thirteen years after HoUiwood 
had published hb edition of the story. 

Our authorities for this assertion are Champney and 
Mr. Kenrick. The former, as quoted by the latter, says; 
" But concerning this thing, I find the following in the manu- 
scripts of that learned and. noble man, Henry Constable." — 
Kenricktp, 91. But Parsons? Why he has never said a 
word on the subject. If he has, why is it not produced? 
The story occasionally quoted by his name, and in this place 

with the consent of the Metropolitan ; and besides, that a rumor was 
spread abroad, that they were not rightly ordained bishops, they were 
forced to call for the assistance of the secular arm, that they might, in a 
following parliament, be confirmed by the lay power.* 

" It is unnecessary to repeat the observations just now made upon the 
nan-existence of this Irish Archbishop, and the total loss of credit of the 
story teller, from being convicted of such a falsehood ; but it may be im- 
portant to observe the additional proof which we have in this account of 
the disregard to truth in quoting authorities, which is so constantly to be 
observed in the controversial wi iters of that party. We find Kellison 
referring to ConstablCf and to Sacro BoscOf as having related the story 
in the same manner that he does ; and, on looking back to Constable^ 8 
narrative, we scarcely perceive any resemblance ; the Irish Archbishop, 
and the Nag* s-head itself, not being once named by him, to say nothing 
of minor differences. And Sacro Bosco^s story is directly inconsistent 
with the application to the Irish Archbishop, and differs in many other 
important particulars from Kellison. We may observe, also, that Kel' 
lison does not pretend to say that he heard the story from Neale him- 
self, nor from any other actual witness of that profanation, though he as- 
serts that there were several such witnesses, many others have related 
the saine ; and Thomas Neale f who also himself taas an eye-witness, 
^e. this assertion alone would destroy the credit of the story ; fra* to al- 
lege that the tavern was chosen for privacy, as all who write upon it do 
assert, and yet to say that many Roman Catholics were permitted to be 
present, carries the marks of falsehood upon the very face of it.'*— JS^ 
rington, pp. 65, 66, 67. 
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aliuded to by Fuller, was not written by him, nor during his 
life. It is known by his name, because it is contained in an 
anonymous preface to his answer to Barlow ; which was pre- 
fixed to an edition of that work, published after the appear- 
ance of HoUiwood's book, and is believed to have been the 
work of Fitzherbert.* When it was written we do not pre- 
cisely know, but it could not have been long before the pub- 
lication of Mason's book, if it be true as Fitzherbert, quoted 
by Mr. Kenrick, asserts, that Mason's book was an answer 
to it.— jSee Kenrick, p» 106* This tale has not been printed 
by Mr. Kenrick, because it contradicts Champney about the 
presence of Kitchen. So it turns out, that of these two pub- 
lic proclamations, which Mr. Kenrick says were made be- 
fore Holliwood, his authority, Fuller, says that both were 
made after Holliwood ; that one, whenever written, was, on 
his own shewing, first published thirteen years after Holli- 
wood, and that the other has no existence. 

" The last witness I shall produce/' says Mr. Kenrick, to establish 
the fact which is the subject of this chapter— namely, that before the 
appearance of JVIoson's book, in 1613, it was constantly and publicly 
denied, that the bishops and other clexgy of the English Church, were 
validly ordained, is no other than Mr. Mason himself."'— p. 57. 

No witness at all is necessary for that. This is an instance^ 
of the skill with which Mr. Kenrick can substitute one 
thing for another. It is admitted that the Romanists, in 
Elizabeth's time, denied the validity of the English orders ; 
the dispute is, whether before Holliwood, they denied the 
Jact of Parker's consecration. The title of " this chapter" is, 
** The Anglican bishops reproached by their [Roman] Catho- 
lic contemporaries with having received no ordination." The 
whole line of argument of the chapter, and indeed of the 
book, is that the Lambeth record is to be regarded as a 
forgery, because not produced when the fact therein stated 
was denied ; that the answer of the Protestants, that the 
Nag's-head story was first told by Holliwood, and that before 

'Elrington. p. 56. , 
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that the coDtroversy had been about the validity, and not 
the fact of the consecration, was a falsehood. How does 
the evidence of Mason, that the validity had always been 
denied, affect this issue ? The parts of Mr. Mason's book 
upon which Mr. Kenrick relies, are the title page and the 
dedication ; which, as cited by him, certainly admit that the 
validity of the Anglican orders had been denied. It was for 
diat reason that he wrote to defend them. But his book is 
not a pamphlet on the Nag's-head fable. It is a folio Tolmne, 
the chief work of a learned man's life, in which he refutes 
all the stories about the fact, and all the arguments about 
the validity, of the English orders, which the Romanists 
then relied upon; and in his title page, he enumerates the 
authors to whom he replies. Mr. Kenrick seems to suppose, 
that his readers will consider this title page as an admission 
that all the authors named in it, had denied the fact of the 
ordination, which is the true question ; although he himself 
carefully speaks only of the validity. Wood's account of 
Mason's book is as follows : 

" Our author, Mason, hath written."— — " Vindication of the Church 
of England, concerning the consecration and ordination of the bishops, 
&ic* as also of the ordination of priests and deacons, in fiVe books. 
London, 1613, fol. Framed in form of a confereztt;e between Philodox, 
a seminaiy priest, and Orthodox^ a minister of the Church of England. 
From which book it appears that the author was a general read scholar 
.thorough paced in the Councils and all sort of histories whether divine, 
civil, or profane. The next year he, as a grateful son, sent a copy of 
it to be reposed in the library of his tender parent Mert. College, with 
this note at the end of it, written with his own hand : — * Whereas, Mr. 
Fitzherbert hath lately sent a book from Rome, against the Most Rev. 
Bishop of Ely, to which he hath annexed an Appendix, concerning the 
Records and Registers by me produced, desiring that some of their 
discreet [Roman] Catholics might view and consider whether they be 
true or counterfeit : Know therefore, that upon the 13th of this present 
May, an, 1614, his grace of Canterbury sent for Mr. Colleton the Arcb- 
priest^ Leake, a secular priest, as also one Jesuit, called Lathwait, &c. 
and shewed unto them the Register and other records of his predecessor 
Matth. Parker, which they perused oVer and over, and found that the 
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said Parker wai contecrated at Lambeth Chapel, and not at the Nag'i- 
head in Cbeapaide, by certain bishops that had been ejected in Queen 
Mary's reign/' &c. This book ^ the Vindication of the Church of 
England, coming at length into the hands of Antbony Champney, an 
Englishman bom, a Roman Catholic priest, and a doctor of the Sorbon, 
was by him answered in EngHsh, and dedicated to George, Archbishop 
of Canterboiy, not without some reproaches and scoffs given to him in 
the Epidde. But afterwards Champney, recollecting himself, thought 
that he had not sufficiently consulted his own reputation, by publishing 
his answer in English. Wherefore he translated it into Latin [entitled 
Trixetattit dt YoeaUone Miniatrorum, — Par, 1618, in Oct,'] that his 
pretended victory over Mason might by this means be spread oytf all 
Europe. Soon after our author, to be even with him translated his own 
book also, and entitied it Vindieia Eecles. AngUearuBf &c. and therein 
interweaves answers to Thom. Fitzherbert, priest, Henry Fitzsimon 
Jesuit, Dr. Matthew Kellison, A. Champney, &c. and withal dedicated 
it to Hen. de Gondy, Bishop of Paris, without any aspenions at all 
thrown upon him. All this he did in the year 1619, or 20 at farthest; 
but before he could conveniendy put it to press he died. Whereupon, 
at the desire of the Archbishop of Canterbury, Dr. Nath. Brent, warden 
of Mert. CoUege, did review it, examine the quotations, compare them 
with the Originals, and at length printed the copy, as he had found it 
tmder the author's hand, an, 1625, fol. printed again at Lond. 1646, 
^1." — Athena Oxon, Article Franda Afasanf vol, i, c, 463. 

It only remains to take some notice of the testimony of 
Courayer, as cited by Mr. Kenrick. It is contained in the 
following passage : 

"I know that Stapleton, Harding, and other [Roman] CathaNc 
writers, ccmtemporaxy with Parker, have affirmed to the face of the new 
bishops, that they were not true bishops, that tiieir consecration was a 
chimera, and that they could not prove their ordination; having 
received it from a man whose ordination was equally unsustainable." 
•—p. 57. 

Mr. Kenrick quotes the above passage from Courayer 255. 
In the copy before us, we find it at pages 263, 264. Bat it 
is immediately followed by this passage : 

"It is in eflfect true, that these divines urged all these thingi, and 
that they did it boldly ; but in truth upon what feasons? It was in the 

12 
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first place upon thisi that these bishops had received their ordination from 
bishops engaged in a schism as Harding says, ' Qui alios ordinare eo 
tempore prsesumebant, erant ipsi omnino sine ordine, ministrantes ordi- 
nes non secundum Ecclesiee Catholicss ritum, quippe qui omnium episco- 
pomm in orbe Christiano successionem abjicientes, novam congrega- 
tionem proprise suae plantationis sibi erexerunt. '^ * Those who undertook 
to ordain others at this time, were themselves altogether without 
orders — ^ministering orders, not according to the rite of the Catholic 
Church, because rejecting the succession of all the bishops in the 
Christian world, they had erected a new congregation of their own 
planting/ It is secondly upon this account Parker was said not to be 
ordained, because not by the [Roman] Catholic bishops. * Dicis Epis- 
copos vestros per archiepiscopi triumque aliorum episcoporum conse- 
crationem creatos esse, sed archiepiscopus ipse qnomodo, quseso, cons^ 
cratus fuit 7 et qui fuerunt tres illi in toto regno episcopi qui manus 
illi imposuerunt? . . . Nam metropolitanus vester, qui omnium vestrum 
consecrationes authoritate sua confirmare deberet, legitimam consecrado- 
nem minime obtinuit. . . . Fuerunt quidem in regno episcopi legitimi, qui 
vel non fuerunt requisiti manus vobis imponere, vel requisiti illud facere 
recusarunt.'* < You say that your bishops were made by the consecration 
of an archbishop and three other bishops, — ^but your archbishop himself, 
how, I pray you, was he consecrated ? And who were the three bishops 
in aU the kingdom, who imposed hands on him? — ^For your metro- 
politan, who ought to confirm all your consecrations by his authority^ 
least of all had lawful consecration. There were indeed in the kingdom 
some lawful [Romish] bishops, who either were not required to lay 
hands on you, or being required, refused to do it.' In fine, it is for 
this reason, that they did not observe the Pontifical, only in the impo- 
sition of hands and prayer; and that they retrenched, or altered all that 
the objector thought essential. *■ Quod clare demonstrat vos talem con- 
secrationem, quae in usu semper fuerat, non quaesivisse ; sed aliam novam 
quam omnes antiqui episcopi despiciebant.''° ' What clearly shews your 
consecration to be such, those things which were always in use were not 
reqyired ; but another new form which all the old bishops despised.' 
Now are those reasons proper to convince a man that Parker was no 
bishop, and so consequently all those whom he had ordained 7 The two 
former reasons prove that all bishops ordained in schism and heresy, 
are not validly consecrated — a doctrine now looked upon as false by all 



^ Harding, Detect. Error. JueU/7. 129. i Ibid, p. 234. >" Idem. 
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Catholic diyines. The third is that a bare change of the rite alters the 
substance of the sacraments, a pretence which destroys itself, and which 
the practice of Churches alone refutes, without any necessity of an 
enlargement to shew its falsity. 

" Besides it is of no small weight to observe, that as almost all the 
divines of those times were persuaded, the essence of ordination con- 
siflted not only in the imposition of hands, but also in the unction, 
in the imposition of the book of the Evangelists, and in the deli- 
very of the instruments; and that this sentiment is not so given 
up, but that some schoolmen of our age, against all probability, have 
ma int ai n ed it. Being persuaded of the truth of this opinion, they 
could not judge favorably of the validity of an ordination, where, except- 
ing imposition of hands and prayer, all the rest were omitted, though 
they thought them equally essential. And it was a necessary conse- 
quence that they ought not to regard them as bishop*, whose ordination 
wanted some things that they imagined absolutely necessary.*'— Coup 
rayer, pp. 264, 265, N. T. pp. 237, 238, 239. 

So far was Courayer from believing that the objections of 
the Romish writers, during the reign of £Hzabeth, had any 
connexion with the Nag's-head story. In another place he 
expresses himself upon the matter yet more clearly, in the 
following words : 

" But it is objected that leveral writer*, contemporaiy with Parker, 
highly reproached him, as weQ as the other new bishops, that they had 
no consecration ;— the record oi consecration is therefore false ; and if 
the story of the Nag's-head be not true, yet it is nevertheless true that 
he had no real ordination. 

'' This consequence may appear well grounded in their sense, who 
made these reproaches without presuming the record forged. These 
bishops according to them, were not consecrated, because they were not 
ordained by that form which they reputed essential ; and that they did 
not repute them as bishops who consecrated them : they might, therefore 
think the act or record of consecration genuine, and yet believe that 
these bishops were not consecrated ; because that the record in question, 
mentions only a consecration which they reputed entirely invalid. This 
is what evidently appears from Stapleton*s way of reasoning against 
Home, Bishop of Winchester, * who knows not,' says he, * that you and 
your colleagues were ordained, I will not say otherwise than the canons 
require, but contrary to the direction of your own statutes?' This, 
therefore, was not an entire emission of consecration,^ but the want of 
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a canonical consecration, that he objected and defied him to prove. 
Nee approbatam et a$Muetam vocaiionem aut conseercUionem osten 
dere unquam potent. It is in this sense that they upbraided the new 
bishops with not being bishops, and not having any ordination; but is 
there the least room to conclude, from such a way of reasoning, that the 
act of Parker's consecration is forged *,, whereas if it be looked upon as 
genuine, tli^ aiguip^nt hos the same foioe." — pp, 4^, 44, N^ T. p. 53. 



ADDENDUM TO ESSAY V. 

When this Essay was written^ and indeed when it was first 
printed, we had never seen Dr. Mason's book. This may 
account for our speaking of it on page 132, as a somewhat 
larger work than it really is. By the kindness of a friend we 
have since had access to the original edition, which is now 
on our table. It answers truly enough to the description of 
Wood in the passage cited in the text, but not to the cencep- 
tion we had formed of it from reading that passage. It is a 
small folio, the page scarcely so large as the size of paper 
now called foolscap,— the whole number of pages is 270. It 
19 not **true, as Mr. Fitzherbert, quoted by Mr. Kenrick, 
asserts, that it is an answer" to Parson's work mentioned in 
the Essay. The Appendix occupies part of p. 267 and the 
whole of 366 and 269. It is in these words : 

'' When this work had almost passed the press, there came to my 
hands certain scandalous books made by our popish adversaries, re- 
proadiing the consecrations of some bishops of blessed memoiy ; who in 
their life*time poured out such precious ointment, as still filleth the 
Church with the sweetness of the odour. Among which jewels, Bishop 
Jewel is first produced, who, like another Shammahy stood in the midst 
of the Jieldf and defended it, and elew the Philistines : so the Lord 
gave great victory : In regard whereof, they being filled with malice 
and enyy, and not being able, with dint of argument, to encounter him 
and the rest of his fellow soldiers, those worthies of David which fought 
the Lord's batdes, have sought by all means to disgrace their calling, 
disgorging their poison against them without any respect of conscience 
or truth, in diese opprobrious and scurrilous words : 
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" " Of Mr. Jewel's being bishop, we have not so mach certainty, yea 
we have no certainty at all. For who, I pray you, made him f who 
gave him his jurisdiction ? who imposed hands upon him f what orders 
had they T what bishops were they 1 

" 136.® True it is that both he. Sands, Scory, Home, Grindall, and 
others, (if I mistake not their names,) in the beginning of the reign 
of Queen Elizabeth, met at the Horsehead in Cheapside, (a fit 
sign for such a sacrament,) and being disappointed of the Catholic 
Bishop of Llandaff, who should have been there to consecrate them, 
they used the like art as theP Lollards once did in another matter, who 
being desirous to eat flesh on Good Friday, and yet fearing the penalties 
of the laws, in such cases appointed, took a pig, and diving him under 
the water, said, 'Down pig and up pike;' and then after constantly 
avouched that they had eaten no flesh but fish : so I say these grave pre- 
lates assembled as aforesaid, seeing the bishop whom they expected came 
not to consecrate them, they dealt with Scory of Hereford to do it, who, 
when they were all on their knees, caused him who kneeled down John 
Jewel to rise up Bishq) of Salisbury; and him that was Robert Home 
before, to rise up Bishop of Winchester ; and so forth with all the rest. 
Which Horsehead ordering was rfter confirmed synodically by parlia- 
ment, wherein they were acknowledged for true bishops : And it was 
further enacted, that none should make any doubt, or call in question 
that ordination. 

** * 137. This was the first ordering of Master Jewel, and the rest, as 
I have been informed by one who heard it from Master Neale, reader of 
the Hebrew Lecture in Oxford, who was there present, and an eye- 
witness of what was done and passed,' &c. 

" Now the place of Sacrobosco which he citeth in the margent is 
this,4 * Frincipio regni Elizabethee creandi erant Episcopi sectarii ; Can- 
didati convenerunt Londini in quodam hospitio platete Anglice diets 
Cheapside, ad insigne capitis manni, et una ordines coUaturus Landa. 
vensis Episcopus, homo senex et simplex ; quod ut intellexit Boneras 
tunc decanus Episcoporum in Anglia, misit e turri Londineniti, (ubi reli- 
gionis causa detinebatnr,) capellanum suum, qui Landavensi proposita 

» " A Preface to a book called, A distcusnon, numb. 135." 

" ' Christ, a Sacrobosco de invest, Cbristi Eccles. c. 3, he should 
say c. 4.' " 

P " ' Sir Thomas Moore.' " 

1 Sacrobosc. quo supra, cap. 4. 

12* 
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•xcommuaicatioDiB poena prohiberet novas candidatos ordinaret ea 
autem denantiatione territus Landavensis, pedem retnlit, multiplicique 
tergiversatipne u^us, sacrilegana vitavit ordinationem. Hie furere can- 
didati, Landavensem contemnere, nova quazere consilia; quid plura? 
Scoreus mpaachiiB (post Herefordensis pseudo EpiscepuB) ceteris ;. ex 
ceteris qaidam Scoreo. manus imponunt, fiuntque sine pat^ ^lii, Qt 
pater a filiis procreatur^ res steculis ononibus inauflita. Quod D. Thomas 
Neale Hebraicys Oxonise lector qui interfait, antiquts confessoribus, illi 
mihi nacrarunty et fidem astniit qupd in comidis postea sancitum fecit, 
ut pro legitimis Episcopis haberenter Parliamentairii. isti». 

*' These imputations I found first in general, cunning^ly ca^t forth h^ 
KelUson. " He heard credibly reported that somjB of your new Buperinr* 
tendants were made bishops at the Nag's-head in Cl^eape/ Wheiieupon, 
because I would deal eandide with my adversary, and propose bis ob> 
jection with most probability, I brought it against the fivst bishop, con- 
secrated in the Qoee&'s time, that is. Archbishop Parker,, and cleared 
him fropi, this reproach. For cap any man c^ceason inxagine,, t^at they 
would go to consecrate one another in a tavern, and so incur the dangcnr 
of the law, after that they had according to their hearts' desire, an 
Archbishop of their own religion, quietly possessed of his church and 
chair ? But now the author of the Preface affirmeth in particular, that 
Jewel, Sands, Home, and Grindall wei;e there,, then, and in that manner 
consecrated by Scoiy, and Scory by some of them, saith Sacroboscus. 

" To answer. briefly, (for the g^ass is almost run,) first, it is a silly sur^ 
mise, that Bishop Scory should be conseci^ted by them„ seeing he was* 
consecrated bj Arphbishop Cranmer and other bishops in the time of 
King Edward. Secondly, those reverend pielates,^ Grinds and<* Sands, 
were both consecrajted upon one day, by Matthew, Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, assisted by tiu'ee other bishops, as you have heard out of the 
cecords. To which I add, moreover, upon a review of the safne records, 

>• " Kellis. Reply, page 31." 
, - « " See above^page 93," [This reference is to a statement of the conse- 
cration of Scory and Coverdale, on 3B August, 1551, agreeing with the 
statements in other parts ot these Essays, and cittng as authority Par- 
ker's Register, folio 33 i. 

t" See page 13V 

" " See page 13^." [These references are to similar statements of the 
consecrations of Grindall and Sands, (Sandys,) on the 21 December, 
1559, referring to Parker's Register, folios 18 and 39» 
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that the place o£ their consecration was the chapel at Lambeth ; the 
time Sabbath day in the forenoon, after Morning Prayer ; the manner 
with imposition of hands, and sach form of words and prayers as are 
used in the Church* For the better performance whereof, there was a 
sermon preached, by Master Alexander Nowell, then the Archbishop's 
chaplain, upon this text i^ * Take heed to yourselves, and to all the flock 
whereof the Holt Ghost hath made you overseers */ and a Commu- 
nion rererently ministered by the Archbishop. Thirdly, Bishop Jewel 
was^ consecrated the twentf-first of January following, by Matthew, 
Archbishop of Canterlmry, Edmund London^ Richard Ely, and John 
Bedford, in the foresaid chapel of Lambeth„ upon the Sabbath in the 
forenoon, with Common Frayexs, Coomiunion, and a Sermon, preached 
by Master Andrew Peirson, the Archbishop's chaplain, upon this text i^ 
' Let your light so shine before men,, that they may see your good works 
void glorify your Father which is in Heaven/ Lastly,* Bishop Home 
was consecrated the year following, by J^f atthew, Archbishop of Canter- 
bury, Thomas, Bishop of St.. David*s, Edmund, Bishop of London, and 
Thomas, Bishop of Coventry and Litchfield, as was before related. The 
place of his consecration was likewise the ch^>el at Lambeth : the time 
the Sabbath day in the forenoon ; and the manner in all respects as the 
former. Thus all things were most orderiy and reverently performed. 
Now let the world judge, vrhat is to be thought of these men, which do 
confidently blaze such untruths, and are not ashamed to produce an eye- 
witness for that which was never seen by the eye of mfin. As for their 
down pig and up pike, and suph other of the san;ie stamp, I may say 
with the prophet : ■ * Upon whom have you jested, upon whom have you 
gaped and thrust out your tongue V And I advise you to remember the 
saying of Solomon, ^* As the noise and crackling of the thorns under the 
pot, so is the laughter of a fool :* ^As also that of David, ' Blessed is 
the man that hath not set in the seat c^ ihe scomAil.' I wiU conclude 
this point vrith this saying of Solomon, ^* The lying lips are an abomina- 
tion to the Lord ; but they that deal tndy are Hia delight.' " 

""AcUxx. 23." 

' ** See p. 137." [This is a reference similar to. the others, the autho- 
rity, Parker^s Register, folio 46. J 

y " Matthew, v. 16." 

>''See p. 134." [This is a similar reference, authority, Parker's 
j^egister, folio 88.] 

♦ "Esaylvii.V* «> " Ecdes. yii. 8." e"P8al.i,l." * " ?ro. xii. 22." 
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The reader will observe from this long extract, that al- 
though Mason's book was not, as Fitzherbert asserted, an 
answer to Parson's book, in the Preface to which the Nag's- 
head fable is repeated, ;^et that it was almost ready for pub- 
lication before the author had seen Parson's book. He will 
also remark— firstly, that Mason knew nothing of the Nag's- 
head story but from Kellison, HoUiwood, and the preface to 
Parson's book. Secondly, that the last expressly quotes 
HoUiwood as its authority. Thirdly, that Mason had actu- 
ally seen the records of the consecrations, and made extracts 
from them, before he supposed that the fiction of the travesty 
of ordination applied to any but Parker; and lastly, that Kel- 
lison's remark was of the most vague and indefinite charac- 
ter. We also desire to remark, that the imprint of the copy 
of Mason before us is 1613, and the publication of Consta- 
ble's story by Champney, was, according to Mr. Kenrick, 
pages 85 and 91, in 1616 ; that Kellison's brief remark, which 
was the first which Mason heard of the tale, was pubhshed 
in 1608, four years after HoUiwood, and in his detailed state- 
ment—see note h, page 129— -he quotes HoUiwood as his au- 
thority ; and this detailed statement was not published for 
five years after Mason's book. It is also worthy of note, 
that although the preface writer to Parsons, besides quoting 
HoUiwood, professes to have heard the tale from one to 
whom Neale had told it, the paragraph has very much the 
air of having been suggested by the concluding sentence of 
HoUiwood's tale, and brought in to support the story with 
fictitious aid. 



ESSAY VI. 

BISHOP BARLOW. 

Our present task is to vindicate the episcopate of Bishop 
Barlow,« one of those whom we haye shewn to have united 
in the consecration of Archbishop Parker. It is not denied 
that Barlow was elected Bishop of St. Asaph in 1535 or 
1536. He was never, however in full possession of that 
see ; but he can be shewn to have been, in 1536, Bishop of 
St. David's, and was afterwards successively in possession of 
the sees of Bath and Wells, and of Chichester. His con- 
secration is denied by the Komanists. The facts we have 
above mentioned, and that of his having been regarded as a 
bishop during his life, for at least thirty years, furnish all 
the proof of consecration which is ordinarily required. It 
is speaking within bounds, to say that in the case of nine 
tenths of the Christian bishops who have existed, more 
evidence than this cannot be given. If any bishop in the 
world were called upon to prove his right to a place in the 
Apostolic Succession, and were required to produce stronger 
evidence of the consecration of all those through whom he 
traced his claim, he must fail in making out his case. In 
the case of Barlow the Komanists are not content with this. 
They say that the Register of his consecration is not to be 
found. To this it is answered, that it is notorious that in 
that age very little care was taken to preserve the evidence 
of consecration. During the reign of Henry VIII. there 
were many bishops of whose consecration no Register is to 
be found. 

* See note A. at the end of this Estay. 
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^Am to the practice in the time of Henry VIII. the follow- 
ing extract may serye to shew what it was : 

'' Craidiner's consecration cannot be found in the Registers of Can- 
teibury, and is it the less certain for that reason ? And the consecia- 
tion of Fox, as I have before observed, was likewise omitted: if the 
record which was elsewhere found, had not appeared, was there more 
reason to call it in question, because the Register makes no mention of 
it ? There is no notice taken, in Cranmer*s register, of the ordination 
of King, Suffragan Bishop of Lincoln ; we do not, nevertheless, dispute 
but that he was really ordained, and that it was performed in the year 
1541. The author of a letter, lately published, touching the succession 
of the English bishops, and who himself has consulted the Registers of 
Canterbury, gives an account of a great number of omissions o£ the same 
kind; for according to him, without mentioning Fox and Gardiner's 
consecrations, which are not found at all, how many others were omit- 
ted? ' We confess,' says this author, * that the consecratioiL of Barlow- 
is not to be found in Cranmer's Register, no more are there those of 
several other bishops, whose ordinations have hitherto never been dis- 
puted by any body ; such as Fox Bishop of Hereford, Sampson of ChL- 
chester, Bell of Worcester, Day of Chichester, whose consecrations, if 
I have not too hastily ran over that Register, are entirely omitted. 
What shall we say of Crardiner, Bishop of Winchester, Latimer, of 
Worcester, White of Lincob, Bayne of Litchfield, Turberville of 
Exeter, Hopton of Norwich, GoldweU of St. Asaph, whose confirmations 
and consecrations, if I am not very much mistaken, are not to be found 
now in the Arcfaiepiscopal Register? Silence is therefore no convinc- 
ing proof^ when there are other positive facts that supply this, as 
there are in this case." — Courayer, pp» 52, 53, N, T. p, 60. 

Mr. Kenrick's answer to this arg.mnent is r^narkable. 

** There is however, a remarkable difference between the fact of Bar^ 
low's consecration, and that of those other bishops, the record of whose 
consecration does not appear. Barlow, is the connecting link between 
the new Church and the old ; and if his consecration be not absolutely 
certain, the validity of the ordinations of the English Church is, to say 

^The original Essay contained, at this place, some remarks, supported 
by extracts from Fercival on the Apostolic Succession. But as Mr. 
Haddan has shewn that Mr. F. was mistaken, the reYh^rks and extracts 
are both withdrawn. 
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the least, not absoliitely certain, at least as fiir as he is concerned. 
Whether the other hishops, whose record of consecration no longer 
appears, were, or were not, consecrated, is a matter of comparatively 
minor importance; but it is of most serious importance for the 
Anglicans, to establish, by posidve proof, that the man, through whom 
they claim orders, had himself received them. Besides, it does not 
appear that the consecration of these other bishops was ever questioned ; 
whereas that of Barlow has be^i constantly denied."— JCeiirtcA, p* 136. 

Now as to the importance of Barlow's consecration, it 
could not have been foreseen at the time the event took place, 
and therefore conld not have afforded a reason for any 
special care in the matter of the Register. Whatever may 
be the case now, in the reign of Henry VIII. it did not 
differ in importance from those of other bishops, whose 
Registers are not to be fonnd. Barlow was then of no more 
consequence than Gardiner; both were unregistered, and 
both all their life-times regarded as bishops. Now, in the 
estimation of the Romanists, Barlow is no bishop ; while Gar- 
diner, under similar circumstances, is. Why is this ? Mr. 
Kenrick tells us ; hecatise Barlow, is important to the Ang- 
lican Succession ! 

But although the importance of Barlow's consecration to 
the Anglican Succession fuinishes no argument against the 
existence of that consecration, it furnishes a very sufficient 
answer to the other argument which Mr. Kenrick has 
adduced : "It does not appear that the consecration of the 
other bishops was ever questioned." Certainly not. They 
were of no importance to the Anglican Succession; nobody, 
as the facts have turned out, cares whether they were 
consecrated or not. But the question was important in 
their life-times, and they were not then questioned. But the 
consecration of Barlow "has been constantly denied." 
Yes ! ever since the Romanists clearly perceived that it was 
their interest to deny it ; but when, ' and by whom, before ? 
By no one. We have seen no proof that it was ever denied 
before the reign of James I. when it became known that 
search had been made for the Register, and that it could not 
be foun(L While Barlow lived, the question was wrapped 
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up in the general declamation about the Anglican orders; 
if indeed any question existed in any mind about it. 

But what are the facts ? Mr. Kenrick informs us, that 
*^ Barlow was elected bishop of St. Asaph in the early part 
of 1535." This is a mistake, the election took place January 
16th, 1536, and is recited to have been lately made in the 
significavit, issued on the 22d of February, 1535-6, which 
would now be called 1536. Mr. Kenrick is of opinion, that 
*^ it is not easy to fix upon the date of this election, as the 
royal act for his confirmation, dated on the 22d of February 
in that year, has not in Kymer the usual marks of an authen- 
tic instrument So often referred to." This strikes us as a 
non sequitur ; but the passage is of no other importance than 
as it shews the pertinacity with which the writer clings to 
his fancied test of authenticity. But the ** royal act" we 
may be sure, is Uable to no other objection than the want of 
those important words, about which we have already said 
enough. We shall therefore treat it as a genuine royal act. 
It is directed to Cranmer, as Archbishop of Canterbury- 
announces to him the election — signifies the royal approval— 
and requires him to do his duty in the matter. His duty, by 
the act of 25th Henry VIII. was to " confirm the said elec- 
tion, and to invest and consecrate the said person so elected, 
to the office and dignity that he is elected to." This he was 
bound within twenty days to do, under the penalty of total 
rain, for that is the true meaning of the legal term premu- 
nire» Why would he not do it ? 

Mr. Kenrick t^ells us that Cranmer and Barlow did not be- 
lieve in consecration. We suppose that they believed in the 
premunire. This would have been a sufficient motive of ac- 
tion, unless it was counteracted by some other. What could 
that be ? Conscience ! Why, Mr. Kenrick would laugh to 
scorn the idea that Cranmer or Barlow had a conscience ! 
We undoubtedly think better of them, but we see no reason 
to suppose that either of them had any scruples of conscience 
about consecration. Cranmer was certainly consecrated 
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himself, and as certainly consecrated many bishops, some 
before and some after Barlow. Barlow consecrated Parker 
and other bishops under Elizabeth, and at least one under 
Henry. There could then be no conscientious scruples. 

As far as Cranmer is concerned, the principal, if not only 
proof, of his not holding the necessity of orders, is found in 
his answers to certain questions put to him and some other 
divines. This is to be seen in the Appendix to Burnet's 
History of the Reformation ; American Edition, vol. iy. p, 
114. It is not, as in one place, Mr. Kenrick appears to sup- 
pose, an act of the convocation, but a record of the questions 
put to, and answers made by, certain bishops and clergymen 
as individuals. This appears on the face of the instrument. 
The answers of Cranmer and Barlow are erroneous enough. 
But as to Cranmer, at least, it would appear that the opin- 
ions they express had been very recently taken up, af- 
ter the consecration of Barlow. The questions were 
put, and the answers given, in 1540 ; for Thirlby is men- 
tioned in the document as ** my Lord elect of Westmin- 
ster," and he was consecrated on December 12th in that 
year. But Cranmer's opinions a few years earlier were 
very different. In order to shew them, we insert the follow- 
ing large extracts from another document to be found in the 
same work : 

*^ A9 toacluDg the SacromeDt of Holy orders, we will that all bishops 
and pjroachers shall instruct and teach ovur people committed by us'uato 
their spiritual chai^ge. 

'' First, How that Christ and His Apostles did institute and ordain 
in die New Testament : that besides the civil powers and governance of 
Kings and Frinces, vrYasAi is called in Scripture potfittcu gladii, the 
power of the sword, there should be also continually in the Chur(Sh miH- 
tant, certain other minifters or officers which should have spiritual 
power, authority, and commission under Christ, to preach and teach 
the Word of GrOD unto his people, and to dispense and administer the 
Sacraments of (xod unto them, and by the same to confer and give the 
grace of the Holt Ghost, to consecrate the blessed body of Christ in 
the Sacrament of the Altar, to loose and absolve from sin, all persons 

13 
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which be truly penitent and tony for the same ; to bind and eiCcomiini* 
oate Buch as be guilty in manifest crimes and sins, and will not amend 
their defaults; to order and contecrtUe othera in the same room, 
order and office tohereunto they be called and admitted themselves ; 
and finally, to feed Christ's people like good pastors and rectors, as 
the Apostles calleth them, with their wholesome doctrine, and by their 
continual exhortations and monitions to redeem them from sin and 
iniquity, so much as ^ them lieth; and to bring them unto the 
perfect knowledge, and perfect love, and dread of God, and unto the 
petfect charity of their neighbours.'' 

" Item, that this power, office, and administration, is necessary to be 
preserved here in earth for three special and principal causes. First, for 
that it is the commandment of God that it should be so, as it appeareth 
in sundry places of Scripture. Secondly, for that God hath ordained 
NONE OTHER Ordinary mean or instrumentt whereby he will make us 
partakers of the reconciliation which is by Christ, and confer and give 
the graces of His Holt Spirit unto us, and make us the right inheri- 
tors of everlasting life, there to reign with Him forever in glory, but 
only His Word and Sacraments ; and therefore the office and power to 
minister the said Word and Sacraments, may in no wise be suffered 
to perish, or to be abolished. 

" Thirdly, because the said powers, and office or function hath annexed 
unto it assured promises of excellent and inestimable things; for 
thereby is conferred and given the Holt Ghost, with all His graces, 
and finally our justification and everlasting life, according to the saying 
of St. Paul. * Non me pudet Evangelii Jesu Christi potentia siqtti- 
dem est Dei ad salntem omni eredenti,* that is to say, I am not 
ashamed of the room and office which I have given unto me by Christ, 
to preach this Grospel, for it is the power of GrOD, that is to say, the 
elect organ or instrument ordained by God, and endued with such 
virtue and efficacy, that it is able to give and minister effectually 
Everlasting Life unto all those that will believe and obey the same. 

" Item, that this office, this power and authority, was committed and 
given by Christ and His Apostles unto certain persons onlt, th€U is 
to say, unto priests or bishops, whom they did elect, call and admit 
thereunto, by their prayers and imposition of their hands. 

" Secondly, we will that all bishops and preachers shall instruct aztd 
teach our people committed unto their spiritual chaige, that the 
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Sacrament of Order, may worthily be called a Saciameiit, because it is a 
holy rite instituted by Christ and His Apostles in the New Testament, 
and doth consist of two parts, like as the other Sacraments of the Church 
do; that is to say, of a spiritual and invisible grace, and also of an out- 
ward and visible sign. The invisible gift or grace conferred in this Sar 
crament, is nothing else but the power, the o£Bice, and the authority 
before mentioned, — the tdsible and outward sign is the prayer and 
imposition of the Bishop's hands upon the person which receiveth the 
said gift of grace. And to the intent the Church of Christ should 
never be destitute of such ministers, as should have and execute the said 
power of the keys, it was also ordained and commanded by the Apostles^ 
that the same Sacrament should be applied and administered by the 
Bishops from time to time unto such other persons as have the qualities 
which the Apostles so diligently descryve ; as it a]ipeareth evidently in 
the third Chapter of the First Epistle of St. Paul to Timothy, and his 
Epistle unto Titus.'' — Bumefs History of the Reformationf Addenda 
to Records f pari i. New Yorky Bvo. 1842. vol. iv. pp. 175, 176. 

This paper was signed by Cromwell the King^s Vice- 
gerent, two archbishops, eleven bishops, and about twenty 
divines and canonists, including Cranmer, Latimer, and 
several other bishops of the Protestant party, and Cox, one of 
the divines raised to the Episcopate in 1559. The instru- 
ment has no date, but Burnet says : 

" This paper was signed either in the year 1537 or 1538, since it is sub- 
scribed both by John Hilsey, Bishop of Rochester, and Edmund Fox, 
Bishc^ <^ Hereford ; for the one was consecrated in 1537, and the other 
died in May, 1538." — Burnet, Addenda to vol. i. p. 585. American 
Edition. 

The consecration of Barlow took place in 1536. The in- 
strument, of which we have just given extracts, more probably 
gives Cramner's views at that time than the document of 1540. 

Of Barlow's doubts, two evidences are given, one his 
answers in 1540. But how does Mr. Kenrick know that 
they are his answers ? There is not one word in the docu- 
ment of Barlow. The answers which Mr. Kenrick attri- 
butes to him, are those of the Bishop of St. David's. Mr. 
Kenrick doubts whether Barlow was ever Bishop of St. 
Pavid's at all, and even thinks '*that there is something very 
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like positive proof that Barlow was not Bishop of St. David's 
in 1536 and 1541." Of course he could not have been in 
1540. It is a little singular, that the other evidence of Bar- 
low's erroneous views about consecration, implies an asser- 
tion that he was hin)self actually consecrated. Mr. Kenrick 
gives it to us in these words : 

" In 1536 among the many errors which he (Barlow) was accused of 
spreading, he was charged with haying maintained this proposition : 
That if the King's Grace being supreme head of the Church of Eng- 
land did choose, denominate, and elect any layman (being learned) to 
be a bishop ; that he so chosen (without mention made of any orders) 
should be as good a bishop, as he is, or the best in England.' " — 
p. 30. 

The royal act for the confirmation and consecration, was 
then issued, and there was no reason that it should not be 
obeyed ; but very strong reasons for obeying it. What was 
done Under it ? Why, the very day after its date the confir- 
mation took place. Mr. Kenrick, jf. 137, tells us this and 
gives as his authorities, Wharton and the author of the 
Fasti Ecclesia Anglicanee ; Courayer,^. 51, N. T. p. 59, gives 
us the very words of both. According to him, Wharton says 
in Latin : 

" Gulielmus Barlow tunc Prior Canonicorum Regularium de Bisham 
Ordinie Augustiani a Decano et Capilo [Capitulo] Assavensi in Episco- 
pum electus, anno 1536, Januarii 16, a Thoma Archiepiscopo Cantuar. 
die 23 Februarii sequentis confirmatus est." William Barlow, then 
Prior of the Canons regular of Bisham of the Augustinian order, by the 
Dean and Chapter of St. Asaph, was elected bishop in the year 1536, 
January 16, by Thomas Archbishop of Canterbury, was confirmed on the 
23d of the following February. 

.The author of the Fasti Ecclesiie Anglican^, writing in 
English, says : 

" William Barlow, S. T. P. was elected January 16, 1535, confirmed 
February 23d,following." 

The significavit bears date the 22d February 1535-6, and 
on the very next day the election was confirmed, an unusual 
rapidity of proceeding, which betokens any thing except a 
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disposition to postpone the completion of the affair, and 
strengthens the probability that the consecration took place 
within the twenty days. But Strype, a careless writer, who 
lived about a century and a half after the event, says that he 
was confirmed on* the 15th September, 1535. Godwin, 
something less than a century after the transaction, mistakes 
the date of the significavit for the time of consecration. The 
anonymous correspondent of Courayer, after a lapse of near 
two centuries, was of opinion that Barlow was not conse- 
crated for St. Asaph, or at least uses words which may be so 
understood. That they were not intended to convey that 
meaning is abundantly apparent from other passages in the 
same letter. The writer tells us, that ** he," Barlow, " was 
probably consecrated in the country ;" and that " we know 
with certainty that he was confirmed, and it is reasonable to 
suppose also consecrated." Upon this we would observe, 
that the translation, which we have copied from Mr. Ken- 
rick,* of the last remark, is scarcely accurate. Credere does 
not signify suppose^ but believe. The two last quotations 
shew that the preceding one from the *same letter was a 
slip of the pen. The writer could not mean, after having 
said that it was probable that Barlow had been consecrated 
in the country, and that it was reasonable to believe that he 
had been consecrated, within four pages to assert that he 
had not been consecrated. There is some error, probably 
of the press, in Mr. Kenrick's citations, pp, 138, 139. The 
first quotation from the Appendix to Courayer is there, p, 
389, the second^. 376, the third ^. 377. In the copy before 
us, the same passages are at^. 390,387, 388, New £dit.^. 
351) 349, 350. Mr. Kenrick seems too to have misunder- 
stood the second passage, where the word ** probable," 
refers to the place and manner of consecration, not to the 
consecration itself. Within a dozen lines the writer tells us 
that Richard Kawlins, Bishop of St. David^s, died on the 
18th February, and that Barlow was substituted for him 
with such celerity, that on the 11th of April his election took 

13* 
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place. ** Within such a small space of time,** says he, **Bar- 
low was elected and confirmed to two bishbpric8,^'St. Asaph 
and St. David's, and as we boldly affirm, [ut nos constanter 
asserimusjl also consecrated a bishop.'* This fnmishes still 
stronger proof that the letter writer did not mean to assert, 
in the first passage quoted by Mr. Kenrick, that Barlow was 
not consecrated for St. Asaph. ^ A still stronger proof will 
be found in the whole scope and purview of the letter ; the 
design of the writer manifestly being to establish the fact that 
he was so consecrated. 

Mr. Kenrick infers from all the mistakes which he has 
collected, that " nothing is known of the period of Barlow's 
consecration," p, 137. He should have said day. From 
this he jumps to the conclusion that he was never consecra- 
ted, remarking that they are all contradicted by a royal act. 
This we shall presently consider. He adds several other 
reasons. That Bale says, " he was first under Henry VIII. 
made Bishop of St. David's, afterwards under Edward VI. 
of Bath and Wells." This seems to prove nothing; Bale 
only meant that he was Bishop of St. David's before he had 
the other see. Besides, Barlow might, with great propriety, 
be said to have been first Bishop of St. David's, as he was 
never in possession of the see of St. Asaph. Lord Herbert, 
writing about a century after his consecration, calls him 
Bishop elect of St. Asaph. He certainly was such. His 
nephew says that he was never Bishop of St. Asaph. It is 
not pretended that he was ever in possession of that see. 
There is no record of his acts as Bishop of St. Asaph. It 
has never been asserted that he performed any. He was 
confirmed fbr St. Asaph on the 23d of February, for St. 
David's on the 21st of April, an interval of less than two 
months, during a part of which he was absent in Scotland. 
It is not probable that he went to St. Asaph at all. All 
these things prove, our author remarks, " that it is very un- 
certain whether he ever was consecrated to the see of St. 
Asaph." p, 140. They certainly do not prove that he was 
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consecrated ; bnt they none of them interfere with the fhcta 
and documents which do prove his consecration. He tells 
us, moreover, that the uncertainty ** is confirmed by the date 
assigned for his passing to the see of St. David's," which he 
says, was "just six weeks after the act of Barlow's confir- 
mation to St. Asaph." But this is more than the twenty 
days, within which, by the statute, Cmnmer was bound 
to consecrate him. He winds up with repeating the former 
statement, that he was one of three bishops who had 
been removed to second sees, without having been conse- 
crated to the first, which we have shewn to be a mere slip of 
the pen of a modem writer. The statement appears in this 
new shape, " he is said to have been elected to the see of St. 
David's, not yet having been consecrated to St. Asaph," 
p, 140. The reference is to the same page of Courayer as 
a few pages before. On page 139, he quotes the same 
writer as saying: "Hence, although we know with cer- 
tainty that he was confirmed, and as it is reasonable to sup- 
pose, also consecrated; yet nothing further appears with 
regard to the see of St. Asaph." We shall take the liberty 
of translating a few sentences from this letter, including 
those of which we have just copied his translations. 

" Barlow was confirmed Bishop of St. Asaph on the S3d day of Feb- 
ruary, 1535. He was then absent from the city, engaged in the king's 
business, out of the reabn. Hence his confirmation was made by proxy, 
and himself probably consecrated in the country by force of an archi- 
episcopal commission. At the very time at which these things were 
done, died Richard Rawlins, Bishop, of St. David's, on the 18th day of 
tfafB same month. In his place Barlow was substituted, with such celer- 
ity, that on the 10th day of the following April, his election by the pre- 
centor and chapter of St. David's took place. Within so narrow a 
tpaee of time, Barlow was elected and confirmed to two bishoprics, St. 
Asaph and St. David's, and as we steadfastly assert, (constanter asseri- 
mus) also consecrated bishop. What wonder if in so many affairs, 
transacted in so short a space of time, some were doae more negligently 
than they are usually accustomed to be ; and the act of consecration of 
Barlow not at all sent to the archbishop, or by his officer not inscribed 
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in fai« register T to whom it might have, perhapg, appeared absurd to in» 
sert there the consecration of Barlow to the bishopric of St. Asaph, who,, 
before it could have been done, had been named by the king to the bish- 
opric of St. David's, and perhaps elected by the chapter. 

** And it appears from hence, (that I may also observe this in passing,) 
why Beurlow, in the royal letters and the whole process of the election of 
his successor, Robert Wharton, was called elect of St. Asaph. When, 
^refore, it is certain that he neverhad possession of die bishopric of St. 
Asaph, when he never was installed in the episcopal seat, never received 
the temporalities from the king ;. when finally, nothing of his confirmation 
or consecration had been, in a lawful manner signified to the chapter ; 
as not only from the silence of the public acts in the matter, but even 
from the very shortness of time, between his confirmation as Bishop uf 
St. Asaph and his election as Bishop of St. David's, may be fairly con- 
cluded it follows from the thing itself, that although we know certainly 
that he was confirmed, and, as it is reasonable to believe, consecrated, 
yet with respect to the see of St, Asaphj he could have been called 
nothing more in law than bishop elect, because neither his- confirmation 
nor consecration had been certified in due form of law to die chapter 
thereof, (' Sequitur cum quantumvis reipsa ut certo scimu8,confirmatunr, 
et ut par est credere, etiam consecratum, respectu iavten sedis Assa- 
vensis, nihil amplius quam episcopum electum jure did potuiste,^ 
uptote cujus nee confirmation nee ccuisecratia illius ecclesiee capitulo, in 
debita juris forma, fuisset certificata.') 

" Nor ought we here ooly to consider the space of time between the 
departure of Barlow from the see of St.. Asaph, and the election and 
consecration of his successor, for as much cTs all those things which are 
said of Barlow, in the process of the election and confirmation of Whar- 
ton, respect only the time at which he was Bishop of St. Asaph. And 
Barlow might even, during that space, have been consecrated Bishop of 

I 

s This is the passage which Mr. Kenrick, p, 139, translates thus : 
** Hence although we know widi certainty that he was confirmed, and, 
as it is reasonable to suppose, idso consecrated, yet nothing further aj^ 
pears with regard to the see of St. Asaph.'* To countenance this tran»- 
lation, he affects to give the original in a note, and stops at the word 
'' amplius.'' The true translation of so much of the Latin as he gives, 
would be, " Although it follows from the thing itself, that we certainly 
know that he was confirmed, and, it is reasonable to believe, conse- 
crated, yet with respect to the see of St. Asaph, nothing more."- 
Courayer, N. £. 350^ 
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St« Asaphi and nerertheless righdv caUed bishop electi if neither the 
conMcntion had been legally signified to the dean and chapter of St. 
Asaph, nor any installation nor restitution of the temporalities had fol- 
lowed thereupon. And in this we have Champney himself consenting 
with us.** I will say nothing of the statute of Henry VIII. made con- 
cerning creating bishops ; where all bishops are held for elect, until all 
things which, by that law, are required for their perfect constitution, are 
done, which, in the case (^ Barlow, in respect of the see of St. Asaph, 
never were done." — Courayetf AppendiXy 337, 388, 389. New Edit. 
349, 350. 

But it is time to return to Mr. Kenrick and his '* royal 
act,*' of which we shall allow him to give his own account. 

" AH these contradictions are evidence that nothing certain is known 
of the period of Barlow's consecration ; and they are all contradicted by 
an authentic Royal Act of the 29th of May, 1536, by which the Chapter 
of St. Asaph's obtained permission to proceed to the election of a new 
bishop for that see, vacant, — f>er Uberam trammutationtm Will. Bar^ 
low, vUimi episeapi ibidem xlxcti, — that is, by the voluntary xz- 
CHANOX of William Barlow, the latt bishop xlxct of that place. 
Hence, it appears that he was never consecrated for St. Asaph's ; for 
not only is he styled ** klzct," but his removal is called an ** xz- 
CHANGK," (transmutatio) whereas, had he been consecrated for St. 
Asaph's, it would have been termed a '' translation," (translatio.) 
Of this Courayor was so fully aware, that he renders the word " irant- 
mutationem" by " translation"— e. (mud which fully proves the import- 
ance he attached to this expression of the royal writ. Indeed, among 
the documents which are found annexed to this writer's vindication of 
the English orders, we find one communicated to him by an English 
advocate of the same cause, in which it is expressly stated, that Barlow 
was not consecrated for St. Asaph's." — pp. 137, 138. 

The accusation of fraud which Mr. Kenrick, after his 
manner, so unceremoniously throws at Courayer, might, we 
think, have been spared. The words translation, transmuta- 
tioB, EXCHANGE, whou applied to a bishop, are so nearly 
equivalent, that for the purposes of his argument, Mr. Ken- 
rick may be allowed to take his choice of them. In the very 
next page, speaking of the three bishops who are said to 

i> Cap. 14, p. 506. 
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have been translated to second sees, without having been 
consecrated to the first, Mr. Kenrick himself uses the word 
translated with reference to those bishops. It is his own 
word ; the literal translation of the original word would have 
been " went over." It is neither our interest nor our incli- 
nation to find fault with his version ; but it serves to acquit 
Courayer from the charge of fraudulent intention. We be- 
lieve that both Courayer and Mr. Kenrick used the most fa- 
miJiar word to express a general idea, without attending to 
the particular modification of that idea before them. 

We however desire to call his attention to his own phrase- 
ology. The word document, is generally understood in his- 
torical discussion, to mean a contemporary public or private 
act, proving some fact. It seems to us a novel use of lan- 
guage, to csi\\ an expression in a letter, written nearly two 
centuries after an event, a document communicated by the let- 
ter writer to his correspondent, relating to that event. 

But we would ask Mr. Kenrick, how Barlow could ex- 
change, since that is the word he prefers, what he never 
possessed ? How he could be exchanged from a place he 
never filled ? How the place could be vacant by his ex- 
change, unless it hald been filled by him ? Whether if it 
had not been filled by him, it would not have been still vacant 
by the death of his predecessor, Standish ? And lastly, what 
all this word-catching signifies to the question of Barlow's, 
consecration ? 

Courayer's correspondent, the writer of Mr. Kenrick's 
document, (Kenrick 138, Courayer 390,N. E.^. 351,) tnentions 
three bishops who had been translated without being consecra- 
ted. Of these Barlow is said to have been the first, by what we 
have already shewn to have been a mistake of the writer- 

" * The second Boner, who when he was long detained beyond sea^ 
in an eipbassy, was in his absence elected to the bishopric of Hereford^ 
was confirmed and held it almost one year unconsecrated, and then 
passed over to the see of London, not yet returned to his country.' * Se% 
cundus Bonnerus, qui cum in legatione, ultra mare diu detineretur, ad 
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^piflcopatum HerefordenBem absenft electu8> ac coofimiatus est, eumque 
woo fere anno tenuit non consecrattu ; ac deinde ad sedem Londipentem 
tnuisiity nondum in patriam reversos.' " — Courayert Appendix^ 391. 
New Edit. 351. 

As we have not access to the proceedings adopted to fill 
the vacancy in the see of Hereford after Boner^s promotion, 
We proceed to the case of the third bishop. Juxon was 
elected to Hereford, and passed over to London, as Boner 
had been about one hundred years before. We know that 
the lapse of about a century from the exchange of Barlow, 
renders this transaction of but little value to the argument 
on either side. But we intend to shew that that little is not 
in Mr. Kenrick's scale. Courayer, page 78, New Trans, p, 
81, gives us an extract from the significavit for the confirma- 
tion of Lyndsell, who was promoted to Hereford on that 
occasion in the foUowing words : 

'' ' Cum sedes Episcopalis Herefordensis, tarn per mortem naturalem 
Francisci Godwin nuper Episcopi ibidem, ac per promotionem Rever- 
endi in Christo patris Willemi Juxon in Episcopum ibidem electum 
ad Episcopatum Londiniensem, super vacaverit.' 'Whereas the Epis* 
copal see of Hereford had been vacated aB well by the death of 
Praneis Godwiriy late bishop there f as by the promotion of the Rever- 
end Father in Christ, William Juxon, lately elected Bishop there, to 
tbe bishopric of London.' " 

The reader observes, that in the case of Juxon, who had 
never been consecrated, the see is considered as vacant, as 
well by the death of Godwin as by the promotion of Jaxon. 
In the case of Barlow, the see is regarded as vacant by his 
EXCHANGE — no mention made of the late bishop. What is 
the inference, except that Barlow had been consecrated and 
Juxon not ? 

But aU this is to yield to the word " elect." Clergymen 
who are promoted to an Episcopal see, but not yet conse- 
crated," are spoken of " as bishops elect," and bishops in full 
possession of their sees before translation, are called ** for- 
merly Bishop of N. now bishop elect of M." therefore, in 
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perhaps the only case which ever occurred that did not faD 
under either of those conditions, these rules must be arbi> 
trarily applied. We leave the matter with this remark, and 
the reasoning of the passage which we have translated from 
Courayer's correspondent. We shall now pass to the proofs 
of 6arlow*s consecration. 



NOTE A. 

ARCHBISHOP CRANMER»S REGISTER. 

The only important question diBCiused in this and the two following 
Essays, is, whether Barlow was consecrated f Even this £act is of little 
or no importance, in consequence of the peculiar mode of consecration 
adopted in the case of Parker. — See dntej p. 17, note b. But it is reaUy 
the only question about Barlow ; the particular day of his consecration is 
entirely immaterial. About the last fact, we are bound to inform our read- 
ers, that Mr. Haddan, the editor, in the Anglo-Catholic Library, of Abp. 
Bramhall's works, has, with much greater opportunities of research than 
we possess, come to a conclusion different from ours. But the con- 
secration itself is the only fact of the least importance, and that both 
Mr. 'Haddan and ourselves consider incontrovertibly proved, by the 
facts stated in this Essay. The arguments on the other side have never 
been but four in number, and are all urged by Mr. Kenrick. They are, 
the want of a Register of his consecration, his absence in Scotland at 
the time at which it should have taken place, his and Cranmer's ent^ 
neous opinions on the subject, and the alleged fact that other bishops 
held sees without consecration. Under the last objection, the only two 
cases named, are those of Latimer and Ridley. These cases, we think, 
we have sufficiently disposed of in our Essay VIII. and the note on Par- 
ker's consecrators appended to it originally ; but we shall, in the proper 
place, have the pleasure of adducing some further evidence as regards 
Latimer. On the third objection we think nothing need be added to the 
text of this Essay. Of the first we shall now proceed to speak, reserv- 
ing the second for a subsequent note. In addition to what is said in the 
text, it appears that the most shameful negligence on- the subject of the 
Registers existed during the primacies of Warham and Cranmer. The 
Register of the latter, according to Mr. Haddan, who appears to have 
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seen it, or at least reoeived a tniatwotthy aceoimt of it, oontisti of ** col- 
lectiofM of loose leases bound together at the death of the ArchlnBhop/' 
^^BramkalPs Workty JVT. £. voL m. p. 173, note a. Now if they were 
really beund immediately apon the death of the Archbishop, there might 
be some room for Baspici<m of fool play,— if, as is more, probable, they 
were not boaod antil the accession of Elizabeth, they were exposed for 
seraral years in a rery perilous condition, in addition to the careless man- 
ner in which they were kept. In answer to the qaestion, — why was not 
Barhiw's consecration registered 7 Mr. Haddsn answers : " An inspection 
of Cramner's Register sillies the answer,— through the carelessness of 
the Registrar. The omission would be a condusiTe objecti<m daring 
Paiker's primacy, when the Register was kept with peculiar care ; it is 
absolutely none at aU during Cramner's, when it was kept with equal 
carelessness. For how stand the &cts f There are recorded in Cran- 
mer*8 Register, durii^ his primacy of twenty years or diereabonts, 
(1533—1553,) the confirmations and consecrations of thirty-six, (includ- 
ing those of Reppis,) and the confirmations upon translation (leaving 
Barlow out of the question) of oght bi^ops, and the mandate of [sic ?] 
the Archdeacon of Canterbury, to enthrone, in the case of two odwr 
traasktions in 1550, (subseqnentiy to Edwaid the Sixth's act abolishing 
election and confirmation ;) and there are omitted in the same Register 
and period, the confirmations prior to the statute (just referred to) in 
1547, of two, and the mandates subsequently to that date, for three, and 
the consecrations of no less than eight, bishops, (exclusive of Bariow,) 
being something more than a fourth of the whole number c£ actual en- 
taes ; and in tiie cases of four of the last named eight, the confirmations 
are recorded, but nothii^ m<ne, and of a fifth, one jiage and a half at 
the commencemmit of die record of confirmation, breaking off in the mid- 
dle oia, page and of a sentence, and of three more, no documents what- 
ever," [Latimer, Hilsey, and King,] " while the consecrations of three 
of the eight — two whose cm^rraations are recorded, and one who is not 
mentioned at all — are known to be recorded in the diocesan Registers" 
[Fox, Skyp, and Hilsey,] "which last, in Barlow's case, do not exist ; 
and of those of the other five, (of which four, for ovght that has yet ap- 
peared, may be recorded also in the respective diocesan Registen,<*^the 
fifth was to a suffragan see) there can be, as will be seen below, no rea- 
sonable doubt. Further, at the very time when I have supposed Barlow 
to have been consecrated, the consecrati<ms of three bishops o^ght to 
have been recorded, (according to what has been said above,) vis. 
Sampson, Reppis, and Barlow,-^f these, the ooafiimation only ef the 
14 
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first is entered, (folio 189 a — 192 b,) and the reooid of <:oii8ecration/ 
which, in his case, took place (almost certainly) the very next day after 
his confirmation, is omitted ; the entry relating to the second is neither 
regular nor in its place, being postponed (as is also the record of Bap- 
low's confirmation to St. David's, which it immediately follows) until 
after the consecrations of 1537,-^viz. to fol. 208, a — ^212, b, while the 
regular entiy of consecration is entirely omitted, and the record <do8es 
with the Archbishop's certificates of both confirmation and consecration, 
in which (unusually) the particulars of the consecration are given at 
length. What argument can possibly be founded, under these circum* 
stances, upon the omission to register the consecration of the third? 
An omission, it is to be remembered, not of a second part of a document 
of which the first part stands correctly in the Register, (which would be 
the case had he been consecrated and confirmed at the same time, and 
which is the case with others undoubtedly consecrated,) but of a short 
and distinct entry, relating to an act certainly differing in date from both 
his confirmations, and probably above seven weeks subsequent to the lat- 
ter of them. It is plain, that from an omission of this kind, in a book 
kept so carelessly and so irregularly, and known to omit consecrations 
which are proved to have taken place, no negative conclusion whatever 
can be drawn. Such a register is good evidence for what it contains ; it 
is no evidence at all against what it simply omits. Upon the whole, 
then, as the case stands, the Reg^ter, by recording Barlow's confirma* 
tions, afibrds an undeniable presumption (not against, but) for his con- 
secration also : and the supposition that he really was consecrated on 
June 11, in itself (date apart) a fact to be taken for granted unless dis- 
proved, appears to be not only perfectly consistent with every existing 
document connected with the subject; so that no difficulty lies in the 
way of admitting its truth ; but on the contraiy, to be required to explain 
the existing evidence, so that insuperable difficulties arise, should we 
suppose the case to have been otherwise."— Pr«/ac« to Vindic€Ui4mf 
See, BramhalVa TVorkSf N. E. voL in. 7 4- Sth leaves of Preface, 
which it not paged. 

In the above passage, Mr. Haddan promises proofs of the consecra* 
tion of the bishops whose consecrations are omitted in Cranmer's Ras- 
ter, which promise he thus fulfils. 

" The record of consecration in the Arehiepiscopal Register, is want- 
•^ng for six, (out of twenty-six bishops consecrated during Warham's pri- 
macy, (1503 — 1533 ;) it is wanting also in eight instances (exclusive of 
Barlow) during Cranmer's primacy, (1533--1553,) as has been said 
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•bote; and in one, or possibly two instances, during; the vacancy between 
Cranmer and Pole. Now in the cases during Warham's primacy, there , 
can of course be no doubt of consecration having actually taken place. 
It is useless, therefore, to enter into longer details concerning them than 
may be found below in the note, (g) ;" [which we omit] "further than 
to say, that in one of the number, (Grardiner's,) and possibly more, the 
consecration is certainly entered in the Diocesan Register. Only let it 
be observed — first, that the omissions in the Registers apply to Bishops 
who did not, as well as to those who did, hold Reforming opinions; and 
secondly, that not only the entire omission of all entry, but the insertion 
also of a partial entry relative to a consecration, is thus shewn to be no 
evidence against the fact of consecration itself. Nor will there be any 
doubt in the case of the one (or two) omitted during the vacancy, be- 
tween Cranmer and Pole ; one of whom (Gold well made Bishop of St. 
Asaph in 1554) was probably consecrated at Rome, while of the other ' 
(Pates Bp. of Worcester) there is so much doubt as to the time when 
he was $:onsecrated to that see, that his case can be of no weight in the 
question in either direction. To confine the question, then, to the omis* 
sions in Cranmer*s Register. These are of three kinds, (leaving Bar- 
low out of consideration : ) entire omissions of all entry whatsoever, of 
which there are three cases, Latimer, Hilsey, and King; or omissions of 
the entry of consecration, while that of confirmation (and to a first see) 
is correctly entered, and of these there are four. Fox, Sampson, Skyp, 
and Day ; or lastly, unfinished entries, of which there is one case,'^viz. 
Bell. Now of course in an accurate Register, the presumption against 
consecration would be considerably stronger in the second class than in 
the first, and would not exist at all in the third: but the question is cut 
short at once, and all pnAumption of the kind against either class de- 
stroyed altogether, by the fact, that in one case of the first and two of 
the second class, viz. Hilsey, Fox, and Skyp, the record of consecration 
actually exists in the Diocesan Registers. Of course, then, what is of 
no weight in these cases, can be of none in the other four. However, to 
examine these four, and Bell's in detail, — 1. Latimer is said by Le 
Neve, from Fuller, (Worthies' County Leicestershire,) to have been con- 
secrated in Sept. 1535; but his installation, according to Wharton, 
Anglia Sacra i. 539, from the Dioc. Reg.,) took place Aug. 20, 1535. 
Probably, then, he was consecrated in the latter month. Now in the 
month of September, 1535, there were two other consecrations in the 
province of Canterbmy, and only two — Fox to the see of Hereford, and 
Hiliej to that of Rochester, both oeeurring at Winehetter, both omit' 
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ted in Cranmef'9 Reguter, and both recorded in the reBpective Dio- 
oeMtn Registers; and these two bishops, togeMer with Latimer, yvere 
restored to their temporalities by writs dated the same day, Oct. 4, 
1535 — Rymer, xiv. pp. 552 — 544,) wherein, according to the (then) 
customary form, consecration is in each case recited as already p«^ 
formed. There had been no previous consecration in 1535, (Latimer's 
excepted,) later than Shaxton's, on April 11. The presumption then 
is, that Latimer was also consecrated at Winchester; and the omission 
in the Archiepiscopal Register, being at once accounted for and supplied 
in the two cases, can be of no force in the third, ii. Sampscn's case 
has been mentioned already." [See ante, pp. 157, 158.] " iii. Bell suc- 
ceeded to the see of Worcester in 1539, * per liberam resignationem 
Hugonis Latimer,' who resigned July.l, 1539, (Le Neve.) The entry 
in Cranmer's Register, relating to him, extends over IJ^ pages, and 
^ comprehends merely the usual summary prefixed to a record of confir- 
mation, and half the first document, — viz. the Royal Assent, in the mid- 
dle of which it bi-eaks off with an unfinished sentence, and is followed by 
7^ blank pages. The documents relating to him in the Rolls, are the 
Royal Assent, Aug. 1, 1539, (Rymer, xhr. 642, 643,) the significavit 
(in this case a distinct document,) Aug. 2, 1539, (ibid 643,) and the 
writ of restitution of temporalities, Aug; 1539, (ibid;) which last recites 
consecration, although as he was confirmed only on (Monday, Aug. 11, 
Reg. Cranmer,) he could not, at the time, have been actually conse- 
crated. Of course the usual form was drawn out and sealed, although 
it was true at that time by anticipation only. There is this difficult, 
then, in making out the details of his case ; but it is plain, that the half 
omission in the Archiepiscopal Register can afford no ground for doubt- 
ing the fact of his consecration, iv. Day succeeded to the see of Chi- 
chester in May, 1543, upon the translation of Sampson to Litchfidd. 
His confirmation is entered in Cranmer's Register, May 5, 1543, giving 
the date of receipt of the Conge d'Elire, April 20, 1543, (that document 
itself is given in Rymer, xiv. 780, being dated April 5, 1543,) and of 
the election, April 24, 1543. His consecration is omitted. (The Royal 
Assent is in Rymer, xiv. 780,) dated May<l, 1543, and the writ of resti- 
tution of temporalities (reciting consecration) is in Rymer also, (xiv. 
785,) dated May 10, 1543. After what has been shewn of the careless- 
ness of the Registrars, what is there to hinder us from accepting the in- 
ference probably arising finom the date of this last writ, and concluding 
Day to have been consecrated on the day after his coufirmation, in oidi- 
nary course,— viz. on Sunday, May 6, 1543.— v. and lastly, Robert 
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King, styled, Episcopus Rovensis' (sic in Rymer) in the charter of erec- 
tion of the bishopric of Oseney, (afterwards of Oxford,) Sept. 1, 1542, 
(Rymer, xiv. 755,) was consecrated Bishop of the suffragan see of B(^ 
yen or Thevnen, in 1539, (see Wharton's Suffragans, in Nichols' Bibli- 
oth. Topogr. vol. vi. ;) but neither is his consecration entered in Cran* 
mer's Register, nor his confirmation -in the see of Oxford, nor is the 
king's writ for his consecration to be found in Rymer. Now in his case 
there are, of course, no diocesan Registers to supply these omissions : 
yet the assumption of his Episcopacy in a legal document, in 1542, is 
sufiBcient evidence of his consecration having really taken place, when 
the sole ground for doubt is the omission of a single (paragraph for he 
was a Suffragan Bishop and therefore not confirmed) in an inaccurate 
Register. — To sum up what has been said. — Assuming (what is undeni- 
able) that the fact of Barlow's consecration must be regarded as certain 
until it is disproved, it has been shewn, — 1. that at the time to which 
the existing evidence limits the period of his consecration, he was actu- 
ally upon the spot, when one, if not two, other bishops were certainly 
consecrated, and that immediately afterwards he began to assume hif 
Episcopal rights ; 2. that the omission of a formal entry of his consecra- 
tion at this time, supposing it to have then taken place, is shared by him 
with both the other bishops in question, of one of whom, nevertheless, 
the consecration is actually (although incidentally) i^ecorded in the Re- 
gister, by an entry there of the Archbishop's certificate of it, and relates 
to a Register wherein more than one-fifth of the consecrations, during 
the period to which it relates, are unrecorded,— rthree out of the eight 
which constitute this number, being known to be recorded elsewhere ; 
3. that there is nothing whatever known, either of him or of any of the 
others whose consecrations are omitted, (much less, common to all of 
them, or of Cranmer, which should render it otherwise than in the high-: 
est degree improbable, that either he or they should have risked their 
sees by refusing to receive consecration, or Cranmer by refusing to con- 
secrate ; and 4. and lastly, that no case whatever can be pointed out, to 
dimini^ the irresistible presumption, that his and their consecrations 
actually took place, arising from the invariable practice of the English 
Church, from the very beginning to the present moment. In a word, 
the fact of his consecration is disproved by nothing ; it is proved by the 
law of the land, by the canons of the Church, by the sdll more peremp- 
tory fiat of public opinion, compelling, enjoining, and requiring, its per- 
formance ; and by the invariable practice in eveiy other known case, and 
the as invariable belief of all parties, without exception, as regards him- 
14* 
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self, until forty-ei^ht yean subsequent to his death, implying vni assum- 
ing that it was peHbrmed.** — Jbid, leaves 9, 10, 11. ''Respecting 
the diocesan Registers in Barlow's case,'* says Mr. Haddan, in a note 
<ss/ on the above passage, thece is no Regibter ef the acts of the Chapter of 
St. David's prior to the year 1560, the first sik acts entered in the ear^ 
liest existing Register relating to the appointments of a new pveeentor^ 
Sdc. in that year ; and the seventh beipg tho record of the receipt of a. 
Conge d^Elire (Feb. 20, 1560 — 1, agreemg vilh Rymer) for the etec-i 
tion to the see of Richard Davies, then Bishop of St. Asaph, which toqk 
place accordingly, March 18, 1560: — 1. There is, however, a Liber 
Computi belonging to the> Chapter, reaching back as &r as 13&4, and 
thence to 1560> in which l^e entries break off with the year 1492, and 
re-commence with the ft^ast of St. Peter, ad Vincula, 1539, — and in the 
margin against the first entry under the latter date, (p 26,) are the 
. words, * Hen: 8 : Rex. Anno Regni 31, William Barlow Episcopus.' The 
^ 31 Henry VIIT. was from April 1539, to April 1540. Bariow's Epis- 
copal Register is wanting both at St. David's, and at Bath and Wells.. 
And at St. Asaph's, no Register at all exists for the period during which 
he nominally held the see. Note k, leaf 11. 



ESSAY VII. 

BISHOP BARLOW. PROOFS. 

We come now to the examination of those documenta 
which have a direct bearing on the question of Barlow*s 
consecration.* Those we mean which relate to Barlow 
himself* and his transfer to the see of St. David*s. The 
significavit remains, and has been printed by Elrington, Ap- 
pendix, p. lii.^ Its date is 20th April, 1536. It signifies to 
the archbishop, the king's approval of ** an election lately 
made in the Cathedral church of St. David's, vacant by the 
death of Richard Rawlins, the last bishop there, of the 
Reverend Father in Christ Sir William Barlow, S. T. P. 
THEN BISHOP of St. Asaph." " Electione nuper factae 
in £ccleei» Cathedrab Meneveosi, per mortem benas mem- 
orias Dom. Richardi Rawlins ultimi episcopt ibidem, vacante 
de Recerendo in Christo Poire Domino WiUielmo Barlotc, 
S. T. P. TDNC EPISCOPO Assavknsis m episcopum 
loci illitts [et] pastorem." Here we have a direct affirma- 
tion, that c^t the time of his election to St. David's, Barlow 
was Bishop of St. Asaph, aud consequently, according to 
Mr, Kenrick^s own selected illustration of hit ovon general 
nde, was. consecrated. On the same page will be found the 
proceedings for confirmiug the election copied from the 
Register of Cranmer, £olio 250, in which Barlow is called, 
** the Reverend Father in Christ, William Barlow, Bishop 
of St. Asaph and Commendator of the monastery of Bisham, 
elected bishop of St: David's." Here we find not only that 
he was Bishop of St. Asaph's, and so spoken of in the very 
style dictated by Mr. Kenrick, but that he was Commendator 
of Bisham, that is, held the ofiOice of head of that house in 

' $ee note A at the end of this Essay. ^ See post, App. xxx. 
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Commendam. Now in the significavit for St. Asaph, he is 
described as absolutely Prior of Bisham. How did he cease 
to be so, unless he had vacated his office by being consecra- 
ted a bishop, but continued to hold in commendam, by virtue 
of a royal license. We give our readers the law on this 
subject, from a very high authority. They will perceive 
that it was only by consecration that Barlow could have 
been transformed from Prior into Commendator. 

** Commendam is a benefice or ecclesiastical living, which being void 
[or] to prevent its becoming void, is committed, commendaiuTf to the 
charge and care of some sufficient clerk, to be supplied until it may be 
conveniently provided of a pastor. Thus, when a parson of a parish is 
made the bishop of a diocese, there is a cession of his benefice by his 
promotion ; but if the king gives him power to retain bis benefice, he 
shall continue parson thereof, and be said to hold the same in eommen" 
dam" — Bum*s Ecclesiastical Law, vol, ii. p, 1. l^iile Comment 
dam, § 1. 

The same authority informs us that : 

** The possession of a bishopric doth of a common right voict all other 
promotions. — This is the ancient law of the Church, as expiessed in a 
canon of the Council of Lateran, under Alexander III« And agieeable 
hereunto, [and without doubt derived from this,] are the declarations 
that we meet with every where, in the books of common law, that of 
common right, all promotions are vacated by the taking of a bishopric as 
such: But the law is otherwise if one is a niere titular bishop, or a 
suffragan bishop, upon the statute of the 21 Hen. YIII. ch. 14. 

"But this voidance may be prevented by. dispensation of retainer, 
granted before possession of a bishopric ; which is commonly called a 
commendam retinere. This the pope had power to do, as claiming a 
right tQ dispose of all promotions becoming void in that manner. And 
the same thing the king may do ', either singly and by himself, (m niany 
of the law books hold,) or at least by command to the archbishop, to 
exert the right of dispensation vested in him by the statute of the 25 
Hen. Vni. ch. 21, as the ordinary method is. Which sort of commen- 
dam is defined by Hobart, to be a facul^ of retention and continiiatioa 
of the benefice in the saioe person and state wherein it was, notwitlih 
standing something intervening, (as a bishopric, or . the like^) that 
without such a faculty would have iLvoided it. By which means, the 
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inadtation and mduction, or other method whefeby the person obtain- 
ed such benefice, remain, and are continued in their full force. And it 
being the doctrine both of canon and common law, that former pro- 
motions are not vacant, but bt consecration in case of creation, and 
by confirmation in case of translation ; if such dispensation comes before 
these, it is time enough to continue the possession; but otherwise it 
comes too late." — Ibid, pp.^ 2-3 $ $ 2-3. 

To return to our records ; in EIrington, Appendix, page 
Ivi ;^ we find the certificate of Archbishop Cranmer, to Henry 
VIII. of the confirmation of the election, as Bishop of St. 
David's, of the Reverend Father, Lord WilUam Barlow, 
late Bishop of St. Asaph and Commendator of Bisham. 
N^ow, besides the repetition of those titles, for what purpose 
was that certificate made, except to notify the king that the 
precept of his significavit had been obeyed. That precept 
was that the archbishop should ** do what belonged to him 
in the matter," " quod vestrum est in hac parte exequamini." 
The certificate makes no mention of consecration ; which it 
was the duty of the archbishop to perform, unless Barlow 
had been previously consecrated. In other words, this cer- 
tificate, sent by Cranmer to Henry VIII., upon the supposi- 
tion that Barlow had not been consecrated for St. Asaph, 
was a certificate that Cranmer had disobeyed the king's 
orders. And this certificate too, is sent with needless haste, 
when there was plenty of time to have performed the con- 
secration within the legal period. The significavit is dated 
the 20th of April, the act of confirmation the 21st, the cer- 
tificate the same day. The last named instrument concludes 
with a request, that the king " would graciously act, do, and 
command those other things, which further become your 
majesty, and which belong equally to your royal dignity and 
prerogative in the matter;" caeteraque peragere, facere et 
jubere, ulterius dignetur vestra majestas gratiose, quae ad 
regiam vestram dignitatem pariter et prerogitivam attinent in 
hac parte." Now after issuing the significavit, there was 

^PoU App. No. xzxi. 
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nothing, — ^according to the statute of 25 Henry VIII. then 
but two years old, — for the king to do, until the bishop elect 
was consecrated. The king however, grants the arch- 
bishop^s request, and in five days after, on the 26th of April, 
the writ of restitution to the temporalities of St. David's 
issued to the new bishop. 

Of this writ, Mr. Kenrick observes, that it does not allege 
that Barlow was consecrated. It ceitainly does not allege 
that fact, in so many words, that not being the usual form of 
such instruments; but it calls him the "now Bishop," 
" eidem nunc episcofoJ'^ This, according to Mr. Kenrick*s 
second " general principle," page 65, is equivalent. Certain- 
ly in the absence of any evidence to the contrary, it ought 
to be inferred, from such an expression that he was conse- 
crated. ^ 

Let us now, however, return to the significavit for the con- 
firmation of Barlow at St. David's. In that instrument, we 
have seen that Barlow is styled "Bishop of St. Asaph." 
We have not access to the significavit in the case of Juxon ; 
but in all the process of his confirmation and consecration, 
he is, according to Courayer's correspondent, called ** Bishop 
elect of Hereford." — Courayer, Appendix, p, 392. New 
Edit, pp, 352, 353. But we have the opportunity of seeing 
the significavit in the case of Boner, four years after the pro- 
motion of Barlow, and we shall perceive very striking diffe- 
rences between them. Barlow, as we have seen, is called 
" Bishop of St. Asaph ;" Boner is called " Bishop elected and 
confirmed of the Cathedral church of Hereford." These 
words exactly describe his situation, and that of Barlow also, 
unless he were consecrated for St, Asaph, Why the diflfe- 
rence ? In Barlow's case, the archbishop is only required 
" to do what belongs to his oflfice in the matter." An usual 
form, from which, taken alone, we know nothing can be in- 
ferred. Yet it is worthy of remark, that in Boner's case, 
the matter was not left thus at large, but the archbishop was 
specially directed "to confirm the election with all con« 
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venient speed," and to confer upon Boner " the gift as well 
of consecration as of confirmation," ** munustamconsecrationis 
quarn confirmatlonis." 

The significavit in Boner's case, to which we have referred 
is to be found in Courayer, Appendix, ^.391. iV. E, pp, 351, 
352, it bears date on the 26th of March, in the 31st of Henry 
VIII. i. e. 1540, and is taken from Cranmer's Register, folio 
260. By authority of this writ. Boner, on the 4th of April 
following, was consecrated, as appears from the same Regis- 
ter, folio 259 ; Percival, Appendix, p. 100. N, Y. Edit. Mr. 
Kenrick, however, affects to believe that Boner was conse- 
crated for Hereford. For this belief he assigns several rea- 
sons. The first is, that the significavit for Hereford was is- 
sued on the 27th November, 1538, and the statute required 
a consecration within twenty days. In the cases of Barlow 
and Parker, he allows no weight to this argument. In the 
case of Boner it is entitled to none. Boner was absent in 
France, as ambassador, from before his nomination to Here- 
ford, until near the period of his consecration for London. 
That he was in France at the time of his nomination to Here- 
ford we know, from his own letter of thanks to Cromwell, 
dated Blois, September 2d, 1538, which is published by Fox^ 
'* Acts and Monuments," vol. ii. pp* 316 — 317, Edition, Lon- 
don, 1583, folio, and in the ** BiographiaBrittanica," Art. Bon- 
ner. That he was ** absent in an embassy" at the time of his 
nomination to London, we are told by Wood, Athen. Oxon. 
vol. i. col. 150. It is true that the ** Biographia Brittanica" 
says that he was re-called from France in 1538, but this is 
plainly a mistake, for Fox, the authority cited, says, vol. ii. p. 
321, that he was re-called about the time of his nqmination to 
London. We shall presently see reason to believe that it 
was still later. Another reason is, that in the writ for the 
restitution of his temporalities, **Cranmer is only said to 
have confirmed him,— 'there is no mention made of his sup- 
posed consecration," p. 149, note. Such is the usual form, 
and it would have been strange if it had been departed from 
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on this occasion, for the writ was issued several months be- 
fore his consecration. The omisaim in it of aU meniim of 
Ms consecration, is an odd mode of proving that his consecwr 
tion had then taken place. If it be sufficient, the same omis- 
sion, in Barlow's case, must also prove that he had been con- 
secrated for St. Asaph. The text to which this note is ap- 
pended, is an argument to shew that the suing out the wnt 
of restitution of the temporalities of St. David's, does not 
prove Barlow's consecration ; and in the note we find the 
very same writ, cited to prove Boner's consecration, although 
consecration is admitted not to be mentioned in it. In fa«t 
both writs are in the same form, being the usual, if not the 
mvariable one, for such writs. 

Another reason seems to be, that Godwin, an hundred 
years afterwards, wrote " installationem," for " coiwecra- 
tionem." But the strangest reason yet is that, according to 
Mr. Kenrick, there were two different writs of significavit, 
in both of which the archbishop, although in different forms 
of words, is directed to consecrate the elect. But in one of 
the writs, "these words are evidently the usual phraseology 
of such documents," and the other ^'\e not per (frevedepri- 
vato sigUlo." We thus learn from Mr. Kenrick, that Hicre 
were two writs of significavit in the case of Boner's promo- 
tion to London. From this fact we draw two inferences. 
The first, that he was still absent during the twenty diqrs 
which were the limit of the authority conferred by the fiwt, 
or why was it n^t executed. The other, that he was not 
consecrated for Hereford, for if he had been a consecrated 
bishop, all that was necessary to his perfect transkitioD, was 
oonfinnation and intfaronisation. Esrcry one knows that 
these ceremonies not only may be, but most frequently are, 
performed in the absence of the elect, who may be lefse- 
sented by proxies. Why, then, if Boner w«re a consccuited 
Bishop of Hereford, was he not confirmed and inthroned by 
proxy, under the first significavit, and why then a second 1 
In fact he was confirmed under the first in November, 1639. 
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Wood ubi snpra ; Biog. Biitt. Art. Bonner. What was the 
use of the second, unless consecration were wanted ? Mr. 
Kenrick is here too in another dilemma. In the only writ 
of significavit for Boner's promotion to London which we 
have seen, he is called Bishop elected and confirmed of Here- 
ford. If in the other, of the existence of which we know 
Only through the information of Mr. Kenrick, he had been 
called any thing more, we should undoubtedly have heard of 
it, as coQclasite of the point Mr. Kenrick was then arguing. 
We have a right, then, to assume that Boner is there also 
called bishop elect. Mr. Kenrick must then give up either 
the notion that he was consecrated for Hereford, or his 
whole argument against both Parker and Barlow, founded 
on his second '* general principle" about bishops and bbhops 
elect. 

But he informs us, besides all this, that " the fact that Bo- 
ner's consecration, before his translation to London, is also 
established, by public acts, bearing his name as Bishop of 
Hereford and of London, several months previous to his sup- 
posed consecration in April, 1540." He does not choose to 
inform us what those acts were; and until they are produced, 
they can prove nothing. Two of them are the writs of 
restitution of the temporalities of his two sees, of which 
enough has been said. There is but one other as far as we 
know. One record certainly does exist, in which he is 
named Bishop of London, on the 12th November, 1539. It 
may be found among the records, in Burnet, vol. i. No. 14, 
vol. iv. p. 104, American Edition. Mr. Kenrick, however, 
ought not to use this act, for it is not ^^per breve de privaio 
sigUlo.^* He will not more precisely allude to it, for another 
reason. It is one of those conmiissions, — ^unjustifiable they 
certainly were,—*' which the time-serving bishops of that 
reign," among whom Boner was perhaps the most time-serv- 
ing, consented " to receive from the lustful and sanguinary 
tyrant Henry VIII." by which '♦ the king did empower them 
in HIS STEAD, to give institution, and to do all the other 

15 
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parts of the episcopal function.*' We have said it is one of 
those commissions, it is something more, it is the only one 
of them which remains, perhaps the only one of them which 
issued, a fact which would sufficiently account fmr the restitu- 
tion of the temporaUties before consecration. See Burnet^ 
vol, i. p. 429. Am, Ed, 

We have spent some time and space upon the case of 
Boner, but we think not uselessly ; for we have shewn that 
either the second ** general principle," must be given up, or 
Boner admitted to have been promoted to London before 
consecration, and that once admitted, the different forms of 
the writs in his case and that of Barlow become at once 
significant, and go far to establish Barlow's consecration. 

The writ of restitution of the temporalities of St. David's 
to Barlow, bears date on the 26th of April, 1536.™ On the 
27th, writs were issued for a Parliament, and among the 
other members of the House of Lords, the Bishop of St. 
David's was summoned. Of this summons we shall say no 
more at present, than that we expect shortly to return to it. 
The record of the return of this vmt in Parliament is thus 
entered, as appears by a certified copy of the record publish- 
ed by Elrington, Appendix, p, Ixiv.*^ 

" Die Yeneris 30 Junii decimo terdo die Parliamenti." *' HodieaUar 
turn est Regium breve Reverendo in Christo Patri W. Jtfen^venai 
Episcopo directum qao idem Episcopus in presenti Parliamento persan- 
aliter ad compareodum sunmionebatur, qui pnesens admissus eat ad auom 
Eminentise locum salvo cuipiam jure." 

" Friday, 30th June, the thirteenth day of the Parliament." " This 
day the royal writ was brought in, directed to W. Bishop of St. David's, 
by which the said Bishop was summoned, personally to appear in the 
present Parliament, who being present, was admitted to his place of 
eminence, saving to every one his right." 

Of course a Convocation met at the same time with the 
Parliament. Concerning Barlow's share in this Mr. Keotick 
says : 

» See Pottf Appendix, No. zxxii. " See Po»tt Appendix, No, xi. 
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" It is true, indeed, that he is generally supposed to have been the 
Bishop of St. David's, who assisted in the Convocation, held under 
Henry, in 1536 ; nor do I wish to be understood as positively denying 
such to have been the case. But although he is mentioned in the pre* 
face, and his name appears among the subscriptions of those who were 
present at that Convocation, there is reason to suppose that the subscrip- 
tions to the acts, as well as the preface, under the name of Henry VIII. 
were added in the reign of James I. It appears certain that they were 
not in the original edition of the Bcts^'—Kenrick p. 142. 

What does this mean ? Does Mr. Kenrick intend to inti- 
mate that the record of the Convocation has been altered ? 
Why then does he not say so ? Simply because he has no 
proof to sustain such an assertion, and he therefore prefers 
insinuation. But it appears certain that they, *^ the preface 
and subscriptions," '* were not in the original edition of the 
acts." What of that ? Does every edition of the Laws of 
the State of Maryland contain the authenticating signatures ? 
No. But the signatures are in the original documents, and 
in the official record, and an edition might be published from 
them if desired. Would there be any reason to charge the 
publishers of such an edition with the guilt of forgery? 
The true question is not whether the ** subscriptions" are in 
the original edition^ but whether they are in the original 
acU. Mr. Kenrick is dextrous in the use of words and 
phrases. There is no evidence of forgery produced here, 
or indeed any where in the whole controversy ; yet forgery 
is the ceaseless cry of the Romanists. A cry which, unsus- 
tained as it is by any thing worthy the name of proof, is a 
strong evidence of the weakness of their cause. 

But we come now to a document which Mr. Kenrick 
admits to be genuine.^ 

" It is certain that by a Royal Act of the 3rd of February, 1548, 

which is undoubtedly authentic, being Per breve de privato sigillo, 

the see of Bath and Wells, was conferred on William, Bishop of St. 

David's, but as the name of Barlow is not mentioned, this document 

' cannot be regarded as a positive proof that the individual there named 

^ See Post, Appendix, No. 3czxv, 
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was William Bariaw, althoug^h Godwin Biaintains that it was. In the 
Act of nomination of Femur to the see of St. David's, this is said to 
be vacant *■ by the translation of William;' but it does not add * Barlow/ 
The atigfuoients derived from these two authentio acts are» conseq^upntly, 
not absolutely eonclusive."— iCtfnricA;, pp. 140, 141. 

Yet Mr. Kenrick says, *^ I have not met with aay certun 
proof that he [Barlow] was bishop, either under Ilenry or 
Edward, though I incline to believe (hat, at least^^ under the 
latter, he was Bishop of Bath and Wells.^^ Fray how did 
he became so, unless by virtue of the ** authentic royal acty^ 
which conferred that see upon a man bearing his Christian 
name, and the title of his former see. But *' the name of 
Barlow is not mentioned." p Who was the Bishop of St. 

P The reasoning in the text seems to us conclusive ; but as we, throogb. 
th0 industry of Mr. Haddan, have beconpe possessed of another piece of 
conteippoirary evidence,, which establishes directly the possession of St. 
Dayid's by Barlow, hi^ long con^upnpe in tb? 9^^% and bijs translatioD 
to Bath and Wells,-!-and may thus relieve Mr. Kenrick's mind altoge- 
ther of .any doubts as to the identity of William, Bishop of Bath and 
Wells, translated from St. David's, with William Barlow, successively 
Bishop of St. David's and of Bath and Wells, we insert it. We may 
farther remark, that it perhaps suggests a different period for the 
consecration of Barlow from that named by Mr. Haddan, as well as 
from that supposed by ourselves, but we incline to think that the first of 
May was either the time at which Barlow's agents were put in posses- 
sion of the temporalities, under the writ of restitution ; which would 
prove nothing either way, or perhaps the day of inthronisation, which 
would establish our view ; but the fact is too uncertain to build an argu- 
ment upon. The evidence to which we allude is : 

"M» inquest ndade Ap^l 17, 4 Edw. VI.* [1550,] 'certifying the 
Barons of the Exchequer upon oath of 23 men, how often and how long 
the Bpric. of St. David's had been void since March 2, anno— Henr. 
Vlti.' Abstract in Wharton's MSS. Lamb. Libr. num. 585, p, 239 ; 
wherein it is declared that ' R. Rawlins, D. D. succeeded Edw. Yechan, 
and died about the Feast of the Purification of the B. V. about the 27th 
year of Hen. VHI.* [i. e. Feb. 2, 1835-6,— it should be Feb. 18,] 
* and that the Bpric. was vacant from Candlemas' [viz. Feb. 2,] 'until 
the Feast of the App. Phil, and James next,' [May 1, 1536 ;] and fur* 
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David's if it were not Barlow ? We call the attention of 
otir readers to a rule of eyidence, not got up for the occasion, 
or founded on our own conjectures ; but known to the courts 
of justice of all civilized nations, founded in the experience 
of mankind, and approved by their universal common sense. 
This rule we shall give in the words of the most philosophical 
of the English writers on the Law of Evidence. 

" Where a fact or relation is in its nature continaous, after its exis- 
tence has once been proved, a presumption arises as to its continuance 
at a subsequent time ; for, from the nature of the fact or relation, a very 
strong presumption arises that it did not cease immediately after the 
time when it was proved to exist; and as there is no particular time 
when the presumption ceases, it still continues ; therefore, where a part- 
nership between two persons has once been established, its continuance 
at a later period is to be presumed, unless the termination be proved. 
So also, where the existence of a particular individual has once been 
shewn, it will within certain limits, be presumed that he still lives." — 
Starkie's Practical Treatise on the Law of Evidence, Part i. Sect. 
19^ vol. i. p. 36. 

Now to apply this rule. We have shewn Barlow Bishop of 
St. David's in 1536. Tne *^ relation''^ between him and his 
see was ^^ continuous in its nature.'*'* It could only be dis- 
solved by death, resignation, or translation. Now Barlow 
did not die. Had he not lived to the reign of Elizabeth, 
there would have been no controversy about his consecration. 
He was alive in 1559,, and bearing the title of ** late Bishop 
of Bath and Wells ;" an additional circumstance to shew 
that he was the " William Bishop of St. David's," named 
in the " authentic royal acts," of which we have just been 
speaking. He did not resign. No one writes of the reign 
of Henry VIII. without mentioning the resignations of 
Bishops Shaxton and Latimer. Who has mentioned that of 
Bishop Barlow ? Was he translated ? If so, to what see, 

ther, 'that William Barlow, M.A. succeeded R. Rawlins, and was 
translated to the Bpric. of Bath and Wells, about the 1st day of March, 
anno 2do Edw. VI.' [1547-8— the exact date is Feb. 3 in that year.]" 
— BramhalTg Works, N. Edit. vol. Hi. p. 228, col. 1. 
15* 
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and when ? "Wlio was the WilMam that succeeded him at 
St. David*a.? TiU these questions are answered, we are 
warranted in believing that he was not translated. I>e non 
apparentibus et nan existentibus eadem est ratio. The same 
reason applies to things which do not appear, and those 
which do not exist. This is a rule of evidence not confined 
to the law ; all men acknowledge it ; lawyers, philosophers, 
men of action, all alike admit its force. It prevail equally 
in jurisprudence, in science, and in the business of life. If 
he did not die or resign, and was not translated, he must have 
been the Bishop of St. David's spoken of in these ^' royal 
acts.*' Both of them speak of him as Bishop oJ^St, JDavit^s ; 
upon Mr. Kenrick*s own rules of evidence, a recognition of 
his consecration. William Barlow was then Bishop of Bath 
and ^yells under Edward as Mr. Kenrick is rightly "inclined 
to think." 

" On her oiccessioD ta the throne, Mstfy deprived the Bishop of Bath 
and Wells of his see, as is certain from the records given by Rymer ; but 
that that Bishop was William Barlow, although generally believed, does 
not appear to be certainly established. There ij9, indeed, a decree of 
obscurity about this portion pf Barlow's history, — if he were in reality 
the bishpp so deprived — which it is extremely difficult to clear up. In 
the royal and authentic a,ct nominating Bourne to Bath and WeUs, Per 
ipsam Reginamy the see is said to be vacant, ' by the deprivation and 
removal of the last bishop of that place ;* whereas, according to the writ 
issued by Bourne for the temporalities of hie 8ee,-r>wfaich writ is not 
either Per breve de privato tigiUOj or Peripsam Meginam, and there- 
fore of doubtful authority— *the vacancy is attributed to the * free and 
voluntary resjgnatio|i of the last bi^hop of that place.' When it is con- 
sidered that but fifteen days intervened between the dat;e4 of these com- 
missions, this di£6erenoe of style will appear very remarkable ;. and is of 
itself sufficient evidence that one or other of them is suppositious."-:- 
Kenrick, pp. 143, 144. 

4 

Let US again apply to our principle of evidence. If the 
deprived Bishop of Bath and Wells was not Barlow, what 
had become of Barlow ? He was not dead, for he was living 
in Elizabeth's time, and moreover was then the *Mate Bishop 
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of Bath and Welb." He had, not then been translated from 
that see, for if he had, he would have be^n bishop or late 
bishop of the see to which he had been translated. He did 
not resign in Edward's days,—- nobody has ever asserted that 
he did. Why should he? All things were then going on to 
his mind. That he resigned, under compulsion, in the begin- 
ning of Mary's reign, is precisely what we assert. 

Mr. Kenrick*s logic about the two writs which recite his re- 
moval from his see is curious. They both speak of the late 
Bishop of Bath and Wells, and therefore upon his own princi- 
ples, both recognise his consecration. Yet he strives to make 
it appear that one of them is suppositious, as if his case were at 
all helped until he had got rid of both. Que of these writs 
speaks of the deprivation, the other of the resignation of the 
late Bishop of Bath and Wells. Both acts iaiply that he 
was a legal and canonical bishop, not a mere unconsecrated 
intruder. But Mr. Kenrick thinks that there is a difference. 
Let it be so for the present. The wi it speaks of a free and 
voluntary resignation. Barlow resigned his bishopric in 
prison to save his life. If it were thought necessa,ry in order 
to ifiake the assurance of his successoi: doubly sure, there 
would have been no difficulty in procuring a deprivation just 
as canonical as the resignation was free. But the writ which 
speaks of his resignation, ** is not either Per breve de jprivato 
sigiUa, or Per ipsam Reginam^ and therefore of doubtful 
authority." But in the conge d'elire for filling the vacancy, 
13th March, 1553-4, the vacancy is said to have occurred 
*' per liheram et spontaneam resigniationem in mantts no9traa 
vltimi episcopi ibidem "^^Courayer, Appendix, p. 379. N. 
Edit, p* 341. Elringtonj Appendix^p, Ixi. cite RymeXy Tom. 
XV. p. 369.'i This writ is " Per breve de privato sigillo,*^ and 
so Mr. Kenrick is foiled at his own weapons. 

We come now to the admitted authentic document of 
the 9th September, 1559, the mandate for the consecration 
of Parkeir, in which Barlow and Scory are called simply 

4 See Postf Appendix, No^ xxxxi>. 
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"bishops." They were not then called bishops in refer- 
ence to any sees of which they were, or had been in posses- 
sion ; the title is manifestly given them, only in respect of 
the indelible character which they had received at their con- 
secrations. They are called upon to do an act, which none 
but consecrated bishops could do, in conjunction with other 
bishops of undoubted consecration. If this is not a recog- 
nition of their episcopal character, we should be at a loss to 
devise one. 

Passing by, with a mere allusion, the second writ, that under 
which Parker's consecration took place, we come to the 
writ for the confirmation of Barlow in his new see of Chi- 
chester. The Komanists used to cite this as a proof that 
Barlow was not consecrated ; because as published by Kymer, 
it contained a clause directing his consecration. The argu- 
ment was certainly fair, although not conclusive. But the 
original records at the Rolls and in Parker*s Register, hav- 
ing been examined, at the instance of Courayer, it was found 
that Rymer*s copyist had made a mistake, and that the writ 
contained no such clause. — Courayer^ Appendix,, pp, 380, 
381, JV. Edit, p, 345. Elrington, Appendix, pp, Ixi Ixii.^ 

We believe that we have now established the moral cer- 
tainty that Barlow was a consecrated bishop. Mr. Kenrick 
says, that " all are agreed that Barlow's consecration cannot 
be established by positive evidence, and may at most be in- 
ferred from the circumstances of his history." We think 
that those circumstances are stronger than positive evidence. 
If Mr. Kenrick means by positive evidence, a Register of the 
consecration, all arcf agreed that that does not exist. If it 
did, however, nothing would be easier than, as in Parker's case, 
to call it a forgery. Such a charge could only be disproved 
by the very circumstances of Barlow's life upon which we 
now rely. We call our readers' attention to the opinion of 
the same profound and philosophical lawyer, from whose 

'See Post Appendix, No. zzxix, see also ante, page 41, note s. 
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book on Evidence we have before given an extract, as to the 
value of such circumstantial evidence. 

** Where direct e^dAice of the fact in dispute is wantin;, the more the 
jury can see of the surrounding facts and drcumstanoes, the more car- 
net their judgment is likely to be. It is possible that some circumstances 
may be misrepresented, or acted with a view to deceive; but the whole 
context of circumstances cannot be fbbrioated ; the false invention must 
have its boundaries, where it may be compared with the truth; and 
therefore, the more extensive the view of the jury is of all the minute 
circumstances of the transaction, the more likely will they be to arrive at 
a true conclusion. Truth is necessarily consistent with itself; in other 
words, all facts which really did happen, did actually consist and agree 
with each odier. If then the circumstances of the case, as detailed in 
evidence, are inccmgruous and inconsistent, that inconsistency must have 
arisen either from mistake, ftom wilful misrepresentation, or from the cor^ 
rect representation of fkcts prepared and acted with a view to deceive. 
From whatever source the inconsistency may arise, it is easy to see, that 
the greater the number of the circumstances is which are exhibited to the 
juiy, the more likely will it be that the truth will prevail; since the 
stronger and more numerous will be the circumstances on the side of 
truth. It vrill be supported by facts, the effect of which no human sa- 
gaci^ could have foreseen, and which are therefore beyond the reach of sus- 
picion ; whilst, on the other hand, fraudulent evidence must, necessarily, 
either be confined to a fbw fbcts, or to be very open to detection, by afford- 
ing too many opportunities of comparing it with that which is known to be 
true. Fabricated facts must, in their very nature, be such as are likely 
to become material. Hence it has fVec^oently been said, that a well sup- 
ported and consistent body of circumstantial evidence is sometimes 
stronger than even direct evidence of a fhct ; that is, the degree of un- 
certainty which arises (Vom a doubt as to the credibility of direct wit- 
nesses, may exceed that which arises upon the question, whether a 
proper inference has been made from facts well ascertained. A witness 
may have been suborned to give a false account of a transaction to which 
he alone was privy, and the whole rests upon the degree of credit to be 
attached to the veracity of the individual ; but where a great number of 
independent facts conspire to the same conclusion, and are supported by a 
number of unconnected witnesses, the degree of credibility to be 
attached to the evidence increases in a very high proportion, arising from 
the improbability that all these witnesses should be mistaken or perjured, 
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and ibiBX all tbe ciicamstanceB should have happened contrary to ihe 
usual and ordinary course of human affairs."— i9torA«e'« Praetieal 
TreaUte an the Law of Evidence, Part 1. aect, ix. vol, i. pp, 
19, 20. 



NOTE A. 
THE DATE OF BISHOP BARLOW'S CONSECRATION. 

The reader is already aware of a difierence of opinion between Mr. 
Haddan and ourselvesi as to the period of Bishop Barlow's consecration. 
He thinks that he has proved that it took place on tbe 11th June, 1536. 
We agree with him thus far, that assuming that Barlow was not conse- 
crated previous to that day, he has shewn it to be in a very high degree 
improbable, that his consecration was omitted on that day. In other 
words, we think that there is very high moral evidence to establish the 
fact, that Barlow was consecrated June 11, 1536, if not before. But 
we are of opinion that he was consecrated before that day, and that we 
have so proved in the preceding Essay. The facts, according to Mr. 
Haddan, to whose Preface we must be understood to refer in this note, 
unless where we give a different reference, are that Barlow was elected 
to St. Asaph in January, 1535-6 ; at which period he was absent from 
the kingdom and in Scotland, whither he had gone as a sort of eccle- 
siastical ambassador, not very long before, and from whence he did not 
return until early in April, after his confirmation as Bishop of St. Asaph. 
During that absence, he signed his letters "W. Barlo." We agree 
with Mr. Haddan, that up to the period of his return in April he was 
unconsecrated, — we think that he was consecrated during his stay in 
London, in April, — Mr. H. that he was not. The arguments in our 
favor are derived from the fact of his being called, in the act of confir- 
mation for St. David's, " Bishop of St. Asaph and Commendator of 
Bisham," not Bishop elect of St. Asaph and Prior of Bisham, from Abp. 
Cranmer^s certificate of confirmation, in which the king is requested to 
do his part, when, if Barlow were not consecrated, there was nothing 
for the king to do, but consecration, the next step, belonged to the Arch- 
bishop himself, and waving all use of the restitution of temporalities, 
from the fact that during this stay in London, a summons to Parliament, 
issued for the Bishop of St. David's, and from another fact, which we learn 
from Mr. H. that immediately on his return to Scotland he assumed the 
signature of " Wilmus Menev" i. e. William, Bishop of St. David's. 
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Mr. H's reasons for thinkiag that he went back to Scotland unconse- 
cfated, ar^^firat, that be supposes that the act of confirmationi and the 
GOTtificafee of confirmation, exdude the idea that Barlow was then conse- 
crated. They certainly do exclude the idea that he was consecrated under 
the significavit to which they relate ; but they certainly do not exclude the 
idea of his haviof been consecrated befi>re ; on the contrary, they are 
just such documents as would be proper in the case of the translation of 
a consecrated bishop ; while few things would be more absurd than a 
certificate to the king that his writ was in part executed, in the case of 
an elect who had never been consecrated. Second, that as Parliament 
was not in session daring Barlow's stay, it is not probable that there 
were in town sufficient bishqps for a consecration. This reason sounds 
to us T^ry modem. Parliament now sits for a considerable portion of 
every year, and the bishops of course occupy the remainder of the time 
in their dioceses ; but in the reign of Henry VIII. matters were very dif- 
ferently conducted. The sessions of Parliament were short, at irregular 
and long intervals, and did not materially interfere with the Episcopal 
duties of the prelates : they no doubt attended their duty in the House 
of Lords, and a session of Parliament would consequently bring them 
together ; but it may be doubted whether they waited for Parliament to 
come up to London ; it was the court which was then the attraction. The 
Ushops of Henry YUI. were attracted to the court, by attendance upon 
which they might not only obtain rich commendams or beneficial trans- 
lations, but the civil offices and political power which were at that time 
open to them. The king, and not Parliament, was then the real sove- 
reign of England. Besides, the Archbishop lived at Lambeth, the Bish- 
ops of London and Rochester were at hand, even if in their dioceses, the 
Bishop of Winchester (Gardiner) held an office at court which required 
his constant attendance,— -there were probably other bishops similarly 
situated, as well as casually in town, and there were sufiragans in the 
neighborhood. Some other cause than the vacation of Parliament must 
be found to account for a difficult in finding three or four bishops in 
London. Third, tliAt Barlow, in the documents connected with the see 
of St. Asaph, is called bishop elect there in May. This brings us back 
to our own first argument, growing out of the significavit, confirmation, 
and certificate of confirmation, for St. David's. We confess that we 
think that the correspondent of Courayer, ante, p. 152, has sufficiently 
accounted for the use of the word, elect, in the St. Asaph documents, 
and that by means of his reasoning, the two sets of documents may be 
reconciled. If, however, they cannot, then we decidedly think it more 
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probable that the mistake ehoiild be made in those documentsin which 
Barlow had no personal interest, and which were prepared while be 
was in Scotland, than in those in which he had a personal interest, and 
which related to transactions in which he personally took part, since die 
question relates to his consecration, a matter of course within his per- 
sonal knowledge, i Moreorer it is worthy of remaik, that Abp. Cranmer 
calls Barlow Bishop of St. Asaph and Commendator of Bisham, both 
titles propter only if he had be^ tonsecrated> while the Archbishop 
must have known whether he were consecrated or not. Mr. H's 
fourth reason is undoubtedly the strongest of all ; it is that Bishop 
Reppis, who is known to have been consecrated on June 11, seems 
to have taken precedence of Barlow,— but as he admits that they both 
occasionally appear to have taken precedence of Bishop Capon, who 
was certainly consecrated before either, its force is somewhat weakened. 
In returning to our own reasons for believing that the consecration 
took place in April, we have nothing to add in respect of the two first, 
which we have already contrasted with Mr. Haddan's third. As to our 
own third, we have to remark, that a summons to Parliament is, we 
believe, never issued to any but a consecrated bishop. That this sum- 
mons was undoubtedly intended for Barlow, althotigh the initial T. is 
substituted for W. is certain ;-^first, because unless Barlow were Bishop 
of St. David's, the see was vacant— Rawlins was dead, and if the writ 
were intended for him, his Christian name b^;an with R. so that there 
was no person who could be meant but Barlow ; the same thing is proved 
by the fact, that Barlow actually sat in Parliament, and produced, on 
the occasion of taking his seat, a writ of summons ; now no olber writ of 
summons for a Bishop of St. Davids, in that Parliament, has ever been 
produced, except that of the 27th April, 1536. — See ardtj p, 170, and 
pottf Appendix, No. xi. As to our fourth reason, Mr. Haddan endear 
vors to weaken its force, by saying that Barlow would be more likely to 
assume the title of St. David's before consecration, because he had been 
present at his own confirmation, than that of St. Asaph, which he did 
not assume, and to which he had been confirmed in his absence. We 
hope it will not be considered inconsistent with the most profound re- 
spect for Mr. Haddan, if we say that we do not see the least force in 
the remark. 
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We now regard the consecration of Barlow a8 proved, and 
turn back to observe upon some cavils of Mr. Kenrick; 
which we would not allow to interrupt the course of our 
argument, but which we do not choose to pass without 
some notice. He has a way of not positively deifying a fact, 
but endeavouring to raise doubts about it, while at the same 
time it is quite evident that he believes it, and has too much 
conscience to say that he does not. He perhaps regards this 
as a " golden principle of preserving a tia media between 
truth and falsehood," See Kenrick, p. 139. He pursues 
this course in relation to Barlow's possession of the bish- 
opric of St. David's. Thus he talks of his resignation of 
St. Asaph, on account of its poverty, p. 139. A strange 
reason, if he got nothing in "exchange.^' Besides, Mr. 
Kenrick's own "authentic royal act," p. 137, according to 
his own translation, says that the see of St. Asaph was 
vacant by Barlow's exchange. To what see did he ex- 
change, if not to St. David's, of which our author, in the 
next page tells us, that " it is generally believed he was poS* 
sessed," in the same year. 

But in the next pag6 again, ** there appears something like 
positive proof that Barlow was not Bishop of St. David's 
in 1536 and 1541." This proof is, that in the writs of sum- 
mons to parliament in those years, as printed by Rymer, the 
Bishop of St. David's is designated by thjs initial letter T, 
which is not proper to Barlow. He says that " Courayet 
suppressed the T in both instances, and cited these tWo 
writs to prove that Barlow was fiishop of St. David's;" 
and that "he endeavored to excuse himself by adducing a 
multitude of reasons to prove that the T of the two com- 

16 
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missions had been erroneously put for W.*^ We do not 
know what Father Courayer's reasons were, but it is quite 
clear, notwithstanding all Mr. Kenrick^s surprise and indigna- 
tion, that the fact was so. The summons of 1536, issued 
the day after the restitution of the temporalities of St. 
David's, to Barlow, and could have been intended for nobody 
but him. Now if it was a mistake in 1536, it is clear that 
it was one in 1541. Barlow had neither died, resigned, 
nor been translated in the interim. When Barlow's Erastian 
opinions are to be proved, Mr. Kenrick has no difficulty in 
using the answers of the Bishop of St. David's of 1540. 
The summons of 1541 must then have been for him, and 
the T must be a mistake. Mr. Kenrick, however tells us 
that Courayer's translator has omitted the T in one of these 
documents and retained it in the other ; and then sneers at 
** the golden principle of Anglicanism preseiTing a ma media 
between truth and falsehood." Upon which side of that 
way does the man walk, who can insinuate that Barlow was 
not Bishop of St. David's, and yet hold him responsible for 
the opinions of the Bishop of St. David's ? What right has 
that man to be virtuously indignant on such a subject, who 
can intimate that a summons of the Bishop of St. David's 
to parliament could be designed for any but him who had re- 
ceived restitution of the temporalities of that see, on the day 
before its date 1 

Another cause of cavil is found in another slip of Cour- 
ayer's correspondent, who, it seems, had asserted, that in seve- 
ral convocations, including that of 1552, Barlow subscribed as 
Bishop of St. David's. Barlow was in 1552 Bishop of Bath 
and Wells. The attention of the writer having been called 
to this error ; in another letter, to which we have not access, 
he acknowledges the mistake, and according to Mr. Kenrick, 
says that the word St. David's had been introduced by 
mistake — Mr. Kenrick then discovers that it must be struck 
out altogether, and that all the subscriptions will then be 
reduced to the single word bishop. Common candor how- 
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ever, would limit the correction to the extent of the mistake, 
and not extend a careless expression to matters of which it 
it is quite clear that the writer was not thinking. But sup- 
pose that the subscriptions are really only of the word bish- 
op, and that Barlow all that time was not in possession of 
any see. Although all this would be contrary to the evi- 
dence before us, we will so far gratify Mr. Kenrick as to 
suppose that it is possible. What then would it amount to ? 
Why should Barlow subscribe himself bishop, having no 
see ? No reason can be assigned, if he were not a conse- 
crated bishop. It is clear that the argument of Mr.NKenrick is 
a captious one, and that if the fact be as he would have us 
believe, his cause is not served in the least. We care not, 
however, what Courayer's correspondent may have written, 
near two hundred years after the event. Barlow is abun- 
dantly shewn to have been Bishop of St. David's from 1536 
to 1548, and Mr. Kenrick may, as far as that question is 
^ concerned, do with the subscriptions what he pleases. 

He next attacks an alleged work of Barlow's against Pro- 
testantism, which is said to have been published by him, to 
save his Ufe, in Mary's reign. In the title of this work he 
is called "late Bishop of Bath;" — Mr. Kenrick thinks the 
work is not Barlow's, but **one of the many ingenious devi- 
ces resorted to for the purpose of working out the very 
difficult problem of Barlow's episcopacy." We care not 
whether the work is genuine or not. — If it be, it adds but a 
trifle, to evidence already abundant, that Barlow was Bishop 
pf Bath. If it be forged, it was forged by the Romanists. 
Such is Burnet's view, whom Mr. Kenrick, with his usual 
skill, invokes as his authority for believing it forged, without 
saying by whom Burnet believed it to have been forged, 
nor at what time* We give the whole passage from Burnet, 
which has some small bearing upon other matters. 

" The Bigbop of Bath and Wells, Barlow, was also made to resign, as 
appears by the conge d'elire for Bourn to succeed him, dated the 19th 
of March. Therein., jt is said, the see was vacant by the resignation o^ 
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the former bisbop ; thoi^h is the election that was xziade on the 28th of 
March, it is said,, the see was icacant by ^e removal or deprivatioo of 
their former bishqp. But I incline to belieye it truer that he did resigQ.; 
since he is not mentioned in the commissions formerly spoken o€. But 
that was not all ; for at this tifne a book was set out in his name, whether 
written by him, or forged and laid' on his name, I cannot judge^ in which 
he retracts his former errors, and speaks of Luther and Scolamapadius, 
and many others, with whom he says he had familiarly conversed, with 
great bitterness. He also accuses the gospellers in England of gluttony, 
hypocrisy, pride, and ill-nature and indeed it ia one of the most 
yirulent invectives against the Reformation which was written at that 
^me. But it is not likely, if he had turned so heartily, as the strain of 
that book runs, that he would, have been quite thrown out ; so I rather 
look on it as a forgery cast on hi^ name to disgrace the Eiefommti^n" 
— Burnetts Hist, ofRefor. vol.i,pp, 428, 429. Afli. Ed,, 

The reader has observed, that the book, whether forged or 
not, was published in the reign of Mary, and is, therefore, 
whether forged or not, an evidence that Barlow was then 
considered ** late Bishop of Bath.*' We care not, therefore, 
as we said before, whether the work is forged or genuine. 
According to Mr. Eenrick, p. 146, a collateral deseondant, 
of Barlow in 164.0, stated it to be his. As this gentleman, 
according to the same authority, page 140, was a Romanist, 
he did not say this " to work oi^t the problem of Barlow's 
consecration.*' He made the statement, either because he 
believed it, or to serve th^ Romanist cause. Charity requires 
us to believe the first. He would probably kuQW the truth 
from family tradition, and at any rate, in 1640 could not have 
believed it to be genuine, if it had been forged ^fter 1616, when 
Barlow*s consecration, was first doubted. 

** Supposing, however, that Barlow was in possession of 
the bishopric of St. David's ; and subsequently of Bath and 
Wells, does it therefore follow that he was consecrated? 
Certainly not." So says Mr. Kenrick, page 147. Now we 
think it does follow, unless it can be shewn that other bishops 
in that age held sees without consecration. The private 
opinions of Cranmer and Barlow, with reference to this 
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matter, we haye already sufficiently discussed. We will in 
this place therefore merely again correct the monstrous error 
into which our author has fallen, in supposing that the 
Erastian answers which those prelates made in 1540, to cer- 
tain questions put to them and some other divines,— the 
majority of whom differed with tliem,— was an act of the 
bishops assembled in convocation. A reference to his own 
authority, Burnet, would at once settle the matter.— J3iir- 
neVs Hist, of Refer. Part. i. Book m. Records^ No, 21, Vol. 
iv. page 114, Am. Ed. 

But he feels the necessity of naming some unconsecrated 
persons who held episcopal sees and enjoyed the title of 
bishops. He fixes upon the Mart3rrs Latimer and Ridley. 
Latimer, it is true, is in the predicament of Barlow; there is 
no record of his consecration* But the record of Ridley's 
consecration, on September 5th, 1547, is to be found in 
Cranmer's Register. This, however, is of course a forgery, 
because, according to Heylin, he was nominated under 
Henry and consecrated under Edward. Which is no way 
inconsistent with the record, for Henry died in January, 
1546-7 according to all the historians, and consequently the 
5th September, 1547, was in Edward's reign, as in fact 
he himself tells us in his JoiUmai.^Bumet, Part ii. Book i. 
Record^ No. 1. 

'' But from this alteradoo, which was made in parliament, in reference 
to the manner of making bishops^ and the way of exercising their author- 
ity when they wore so made, let us proceed unto such changes as we 
&id made among the. bishops themselves. The first whereof was the 
election of Dr. Nicholas Ridley to the see of Rochester ; to which he 
had been nominated by King Henry VIII. when Holbeck, who preceded 
him, was designed for Lincoln. But that king dying shortly after, 
the translation of Holbeck was deferred till the time of King Edward ; 
which was no sooner done, but Ridley was chosen to succeed him, 
although not actually consecrated imtil the 5th of September.'* — 
HeyHuj p. 53, under date 1547. 

Dr. Heylin really asserts the very fact, and sustains the 
very record, against which his evidence is relied upon. But 

16* 
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Collier calls him elect of Roichester, at the obsequies per- 
formed in London for Francis I. of France. He could 
scarcely have been any thioig else. Francis died on 3l8t 
March, lSi7 l^^HenaultjVol. i. fp. 355, 382, 3d4. Heylin.says 
pnder the year 1547. 

" But that which seemd to gi>re most Batisfaetion to the Cowt of France, 
was the perfonnance of the Bolemn obfleqtiQr for King Francis I. who left 
this life on the d2d day of March, and was magnificently interred among 
his predecesscffs, in the monastery of St. Dennis, net £ur from Paris. 
Whose funerals were no sooner solemnised in France, hot order was 
given for a IHrig^ to be sung in all the churches of London on the 
nineteenth of June, as also in the Cathedral church of St. Paul i in the 
choir whereof, being hung with black, a sumptuous hearse had been set 
up for the present ceremony. For the next day the Archbishop of Can- 
terbury, assisted with eight other of the bishops, all in their rich mitres 
and other their pontificals, did sing a mass of Reqidem; the funeral 
sermon by Doctor Ridley, Lord Elect of Rochester ; who, if he did his 
part therein, as no doubt he did, could not but magnify the Prince for 
his love of learning." p. 40^ 

Mr. Kenrick is a little unfortunate upon this occasion^ as 
all the facts upon which he relies, although true, are no "vray 
inconsistent with those which he desires to disprove. He 
has still, however, another argument left, — Ridley was no 
bishop, because he was only degraded from priests' orders by 
the commissioners under Mary. The same argument is the 
only one adduced against the consecration of Latimer, except 
the want of a Register. The truth is, that the assertion that 
the Martyrs were not bishops, was only a paltry insult, con- 
trived by the low-minded men to whom the dirty work of 
the persecution was intrusted. Mr. Kenrick himself tells us, 
p. 150, note, that " in the commission of Cardinal Pole, they 
are styled bishops." No investigation of facts took place af- 
ter the issi^ng of the commission. Pole was full as likely 
to be well informed in the matter as Brookes, and much less 
likely intentionally to mislead. 

We are told, on page 146, that the fact of Barlow's having 
been regarded as a bishop by his contemporaries, depends 
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upon ** (M'oofs which are any thing but conclusire/* It de- 
pends upon the public acts of Church and State, spread over 
four reigns, two of which were Protestant, one Romish, and 
one, that of Henry, neither. If such proofs are not conclu- 
sive, there can be no conclusive proof. And what is opposed 
to them? not the slightest proof of a single contemporary 
doubt. But ** the [Roman] Catholic theologians would not 
have called in question the fact of Parker's consecration, if 
Barlow had been consecrated and had consecrated Parker." 
Here is the usual confusion of ideas between fact and validity. 
What had Barlow's consecration to do with the^c^ of Par- 
ker's consecration. It aifects its validity; that is to say, if 
Barlow were not a bishop, his consecration was of no value, 
but still he might have performed the act. But in truth no- 
body ever did deny the fact of either Parker's consecration 
or Barlow's, till they had been both many years dead. Mr. 
Kenrick has utterly failed in producing any evidence that 
they did. When all evidence of the fact was supposed to be 
out of the way, a few reckless men circulated the Nag's-head 
story; and when, in the discussions and investigations to 
which it gave rise, it was discovered that the record of Bar- 
low's consecration was missing, the circumstance was seized 
on to assist in maintaining a sinking cause. One which has 
ever since been kept alive only by reckless and pertinacious 
allegations of forgery, unsustained by proof. The men 
whom Mr. Kenrick unworthily dignifies with the name of 
[Roman] Catholic theologians, but who were really mere 
controversialists, the opprobrium of the Roman Obedience, 
denied the validity of the Anglican Ordinations, because, as 
they thought, the interests of their sect demanded the de- 
nial, and they sustained it by any arguments or assertions 
which they could discover or invent. 

On page 162, we are informed, that "there are some very 
stubborn facts to shew that Barlow was not consecrated pre- 
viously to the conuuission of the 9th September." In the 
first place, in a service performed on that day, Parktr was 
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assisted hj Barlow and Scory. This was certainly, in o«r 
opinion, irregular and indecorous. Mr. Kenrick, however, is 
kind enough to furnish us with a precedent on the same page, 
** Cardinal priests," it seems, '* on account of their dignity," 
are in the Church of Rome ^Uometimes assisted by bishops." 
It does not seem to us a very different case, for an archbishop 
elect to be assisted by consecrated bishops, who at the time 
were not in possession of sees, but who were about to be- 
come his suffragans, especially as he was, and they were not, 
in favor with the civil government, and the event occurred at 
a period of change and revolution, when ordinary rules were 
not likely to be very strictly regarded. 

But the commission of the 9th September, "does net 
prove that Barlow and Scory were consecrated bishops, as 
the only object the Queen seems to have had in view, in join- 
ing them with the [Roman] Catholic prelates, was that th^ 
might be authentic witnesses of Parke's consecration, which 
she hoped the [Roman] Catholic bishops might be indaced 
to perform." j^. 152, 153^ It is then singular that they 
should have been required to join in the act. ** It seems" t» 
no one but Mr. Kenrick, who has ventured on a conjecture 
opposed to the letter of the document, and which has no 
usage or propriety to support it. When were witnesses 
joined with consecrating bishops ? Of what use would it be 
to name such in the commission? Are not the consecratiog 
bishops themselves sufficient witnesses ? If witnesses were 
required, could they not have been had in any number, with- 
out naming them in this document? Why, if they were 
witnesses, were they not so designated, and not joined with 
the bishops, and required to unite with them in every set 
which they were to perform ? 

But Barlow and Scory are merely styled " bishops,"— this 
to us is a more powerful argument in favor of their consecra- 
tion than if they had been merely named because in posses- 
sion of sees. We are not anxious to account for the diffe- 
rence of style between this conunissi'Mi and that of the sixth. 
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December,— -either is sufficieot for our present purpose; 
both hare all the usual marks of authenticity ; and all the 
Romish controversiaUsts for near three hundred years have 
ihiled in impeaching either. 

^' If Barlow had been consecrated in the reign of Henry 
VIII. it seems most probable that Queen Elizabeth would 
have been consecrated by him*" p» 153. Is any body igno- 
rant that in the very beginning of her reign, until she felt 
herself firmly seated on the throne, it was her policy not too 
openly to countenance the Keformation. But ** we are hot 
left to our mere conjectures upon this subject. Dr. Heylin, 
in endeavoring to solve the difficulty, mentions only three 
bishops of King Edward's making as then alive, who were 
friendly to the Reformation.** We are certainty not left to 
*' mere inferences,** as far as Dr. Heylin con supply evidence. 
Let us see what he says. 

" She [Elizabeth] was crowned, according to the order of the Roman 
Pontifical, by Dr. Owen Oglethorpe, Bishop of Carlisle, the only man 
among all the bishc^s, who could be wrought on by her to perform that 
oflKoe. Whether It were that they saw some alteration coming, to which 
they were resolred not to yield conformity, so that they coald not be in 
a worse case upon this refusal than they should be otherwise, or that 
they feared the Pope's displeasure, if they should do an act so contrary 
to his pretensions, without leaYe first granted ; or that they had their 
own particular animosities and spleepa against her, (as the Archbishop 
of York particularly, for his haying been deprived of the seal,) is not 
cei^tainly known. None were mpre condemned for the refusal than the 
bishop of Ely, as one who ha4 received his first preferments from the 
King l^er fiither, and who complied so fajr in the time of King Edward, 
as to assist in composing this public Liturgy, and otherwise appeared 
as fon^'ard in the Reformation as any other of that order. So that no 
reason can be given for his denial now to perform that service, or after^ 
wards for his not complying with the QueenV proceedings, but that he 
had been one of those that were sent to Rome, to tender the submission 
of the kingdom to the Foi>e still living) and could not now appear with 
honor in any such action, as seemed to carry with it a repugnance (if 
pot a manifest inconsistency,) with the said engagement. It cannot be 
denied bat that there were three bishops living of King Edward's mak- 
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ing, all of them zealously affected to the Refonnation. And possibly it 
may seem strange that the queen received not the crown rather from 
one of their hands, than to put herself unto the hazard of so many deni- 
als as had been given her by the others. -But unto this it may be an- 
swered, that the said bishops at that time were deprived of their sees, 
(but whether justly or unjustly could not then be questioned,) and there- 
fore not in a capacity to perform that service. Besides there being at 
that time no other form established for a Coronation j than that ioKxc% 
had much in it of the ceremonies and superstitions of the Church of 
Rome, she was not sure that any of the said three bishops would have 
acted in it^ toilhout such alterations and omissions in the whole course 
of that order, as might have rendered the whole action questionable 
am/mg captious men, and therefoi-e finally, she thought it more conduci- 
ble to her reputation amongst foreign princes, to be cruwned by the 
hands of a Catholic bishop, (or one at least which was accounted to be 
such,) than if it had been done by any of the other religion." pp. 278, 
279. 

The reader sees that Dr. Heylin mentions three bishops, 
whom he calls of King Edward^s making, and all of whom he 
considers as consecrated bishops. He includes Barlow, by 
mistake, in this number, for there were but two bishops 
alive who had been consecrated in Edward's time— Scory 
and Coverdale. There is then no ground for the inference, 
that Barlow was imconsecrated, which is attempted to be 
drawn from this passage. Mr. Kenrick speaks of Dr. Hey- 
lin, as " endeavoring to solve a difficulty" in such a way as 
to induce his reader to suppose that the difficulty related to 
Barlow's consecration, when the only difficulty in Heylin's 
mind, was why the queen should be crowned by a Romish 
bishop, when she had three Protestant bishops — of whom 
Barlow was one — at command. 

But if Barlow had been a bishop, Elizabeth would not 
have applied, to the Romish bishops to consecrate Parker, j?* 
154. All the documents which prove such applications, 
prove that Barlow was to be joined with them in the act. 

If he had been a bishop consecrated for St. Asaph, he 
would have been senior to Kitchen, and therefore named be-^ 
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fore him. *' It follows from this, that either Barlow was 
never consecrated, or that the commission of the 6th De- 
cember is a spmious document,'' p. 155. Mr. Kenrick often 
tries, according to the famiUar proverb, to kill two birds with 
one stone, and generally misses both. The order of the 
names is the same in the document of the 9th September, 
the genuineness of which he acknowledges; it therefore 
proves nothing against that of the 6th December. As to the 
consecration of Barlow, it seems strange to infer that he 
was not consecrated, merely from the position of his name 
in a document, which supposes him to have been consecrated, 
and calls upon him to do an act which he could not do unless 
consecrated. But the order of the names is easily accounted 
for. The Komish bishops had sees. Barlow and Scory had 
none. Moreover, it is quite clear that in neither of these 
documents was the seniority of consecration the principle 
which governed the order of the names. In that of Septem- 
ber, Bourne of Bath and Pool of Peterborough, both conse- 
crated in the reign of Mary, are named before Kitchen of 
Llandaff, who was consecrated in the reign of Henry. In 
that of December not only is Hodgeskin named after Scory 
and Coverdale, although he had actually been one of the 
consecrators of them both, but Salisbury of Thetford is 
named after him, although of older consecration not only 
tiian him, but than any bishop named in the document, 
or indeed than any bishop then living. Of Salisbury's con- 
secration we presume Mr. Kenrick will not doubt, since one 
of ^e officiating prelates was Cardinal Fisher, a martyr for 
the Church of Rome, and if not a canonised saint, at least as 
well entitled to that distinction as many that have it. Few 
men in any communion have led more saintly lives ; none 
have been more sincerely attached to the good and the evil 
which are to be found in the doctrines and practices of 
Kome. 

The last cavil is that if ** Barlow had been a bishop or did 
even pass for one," p. 156, he would have been employed at 
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the conference between the Romanists and Protestants, at 
the beginning of £lizabeth*s reign." This argument at- 
tempts to prove too much, for it is imposible to deny that 
Barlow *^ passed for a bishop,** in the face of the undisputed 
commission of the 9th September. We agree with Mr. 
Kenrick, that ** this observation of itself indeed proves no^ 
thing" As we do not see that it is even attempted to be 
coupled with any thing else, to enable it to prove any thing 
by the combination, the only inference which we can draw 
from the ^* observation," is that it must be a weak cause, 
which its advocates seek to sustain by arguments which they 
admit prove nothing* 



NOTE A. 
ON THE CONSECRATORS OF ARCHBISHOP PARKER. 

We have now, we believe, presented and discussed all the evidence 
which exists, in relation to the consecration of Bishop Barlow. But 
his consecration is of less importance than has been believed, since with- 
out him, three qualified con^ecrators officiated at the consecration of 
Dr. Parker.^ We shall how proceed to trace the ecclesiastical descent 
of these prelates, from undoubted bishops in full communion with 
Rome. 

The consecrators of Archbishop Parker, were William Barlow, A ; 
John Scory, B ; Miles Coverdale, C ; and John Hodgeskin, D. 

A. Concerning Barlow enough has been already said. 

B & C. We shall, for the pi^sent, pass by Sooiy and Coverdale, 
until we have traced the ecclesiastical pedigree of Hodgeskin, who was 
one of the consecrators of both, as well as of Ridley, another of their 
consecrators. 

D. Hodgeskin was consecrated, according to Cranmer's Register, 
folios 203, 204, on the 9th December, 1537, by John Stokesly, Bishop 
of London, I; John Hilsey, Bishop of Rochester, II; and Robert Whar- 
ton or Parfew, the successor of Barlow at St. Asaph, III, 

* Hardly, if his book against the Reformation be genuine. 
^ See ajUe, page 17 note b. 
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D. I. Stokesly was an elder bishop than Cranmer, consequently con- 
secrated by Romish bishops, and according to the Romish ritual. No 
objection has ever been taken to his consecration. He was not a Re> 
former. 

D. II. Hilsey was consecrated at Winchester, Sept. 13, 1535, as 
appears by the record in his own Register as Bishop of Rochester.-— 
Preface to BramhalTt Vindieationy N. E. second note ^d. His death 
is mentioned as that of John, Bishop of Rochester, in the record of hit 
successor Heath*s cente(:rtition, April 4, 1^40, Reg. Cranm. fol. 255, a, 
IHd, There is no vestige of a ^rect rec6id ot his consecration re&dn- 
ing in Crahm^er's Register ; but besides the mention of his death as 
above, he is mentioned as a consecrator no less than ten times. — Ridy 
second note, t. We find further evidence of his Episcopal character, in 
his signing, as Bishop of Rochester, the paper touching consecration 
and ordination, extracts from which we have given at page 145. The 
naihes of his conaecrators are not given by Mr. Haddan, but Cranmer 
was almost certainly the principal, and Gardiner probably another. 

D. III. Robert Whatton or Farfefw, Bishoip of St. Asaph, ^r|ts con- 
secrated on July 2d, 1536, by Thomas Cranmer, i; John Capon, ii-; nnd 
William Rugg or Reppis, iii. — Cranfner^t RegUttr/foUo ld7. 

D. III. L Cranmer was consecrated on Mateh l^Oth, 1533, with the 
assent of the Pope, by Standish of St. Asaf>h, Voyse^ 6f Exeter, and 
I«ongIand of Lincoln. — Cranmtr't Register , 4. All these prelates had 
been consecrated many years befoi«, by his predecessor, Archbishop 
Warham, who lived and died in ftdl tommunion with Rome. The 
same remark applies to several o^ the prelates who assisted in those con- 
secrations. Among these was Cardinal l^her of ftochester, one of the 
ornaments of the Roniish pa^. Voytey, 6ne of the consecrators of 
Cranmer, and also of Longland, another of them, lived to the reign of 
Mary, resigned his see in that of Edward, was irregularly restored by 
Mary, and died in possession. Cranmer has always been admitted by 
the Romanists to have been a bishop. 

D. in. ii. Capon was consecrated for Bangor, on the Idth April, 
1534, by Cranmer D. HI. i, Longland of Lincoln, one of the consecra- 
tors of Cranmer, and Christopher, Bishop of Sidon in partibu* injide^ 
Hum. Of the last named prelate we know nothing; but Capon has al- 
ways been acknowledged for a bishop on all sides. He was translated 
to Salisbury in 1539, when tiie act of the six articles blro^ght the friends 
of Rome into power, and died, possessed of that aee^ a few weeks be- 
fore Mary. His consecration is in Cranmet'i Register, folio 162. 
17 
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D. III. iii. Bx^ or Reppis was consecrated June ll, 1536, by 
Cranmer D. III. i. assisted by Voysey, one of his, Cranmer's, consecra- 
tocs, and Clark of Bath and Wells, who had been consecrated probably 
by Warham, in 1529. — See Preface to BramhaWt Vindication, ^c. 
first note to, and the text to which it is appended, and second note g* 
These facts appear by the certificates of the Archbishop in his Register. 
There also, appear the conge d'elire, May 25, 1536, Rynier xiv. 569, 
receiyed May 27, by the Chapter of Norwich, the election, May 31, 
Reg. Cramn. The Royal assent 1536, ibid,x}aQ confirmation not dated, 
but which took place June 10, ibid, and the Restit. of Temporalities, 
reciting consecration, July 19, 1526, (Rymer, xiy. 573,) note w, ubi 
supra^ 

D. III. Wharton has been fully acknowledged as a Romanist bishop. 
He was translated by Mary to Hereford, in possession of which he died, 
just at the close of her reign. 

D. Hodgeksin was then consecrated, according to the Romish ritual, 
by two bishops acknowledged as such by the Church of Rome, and a 
third whose consecration has never been denied, and is supported by 
abundant evidence. In addition to this, he himself he has been ackxfow- 
ledged as a bishop by the Romanists. On December 19th, 1540, he was 
joined with Boner and Heath in the consecration of Thirlby.— Cran- 
mer's Register, folio 261. Thirlby was not only acknowledged as a 
bishop throughout the Reign of Mary, but used as one of the consecra- 
tors of Pole. — Pole's Register, folio 4. Hodgeksin was also joined vnth 
Heath in several other consecrations. 

B. C. Scoiy and Coverdale werd consecrated together, on the 30th 
August, 1551. — Crammer^ s Register, folio 321. The consecrators 
-vere I, Cranmer, D. III. i. ; II. Ridley ; III. Hodgeskin, D. 

B. L & lU. Of Cranmer and Hodgeskin enough has been already 

said. 

B. U. Ridley was consecrated on September 5tbi 1547, by i. Heniy 
Holbeach, Bishop of Lincoln ; ii. Hodgeskin D. ; iii. Thomas Cbetham 
Bishop of Sidon in parObus ii%fidelium, 

B. II. i. Holbeach was consecrated on March 24th, 1538, by 1 
Hilsey, D. II. 2 Latimer, 3 Wharton D. III.— Cranmer's Register, folio 
^1. Two out of the three consecrators being two of the sabie indi- 
viduals who consecrated Hodgeskin ; who, as we have seen, is aoknow- 
■Ifidgod by the acts of the Romanists^to have been a bishop. 

B. II. i. 2. There is no record whatever of Latimer's c(m8ecradon 
or any of the steps towards it in Cranmer's Register, but he <Ms said by 
Le Neve, from Fuller, (Worthies County Leicestershire,) to have been 
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consecrated in September, 1835 ; but his installation, according to Whar- 
ton, (Anglia Sacra, i. 539, from the Dioc. Register,) took place Aug. 
20, 1835. Probably then he was consecrated in the latter month. Now 
in the month of September, 1535, there were two other consecrations in 
the proyince of Canterbury, and only two, Fox to the see of Hereford, 
and Hilsey to that of Rochester, both occurring at Winchester, both 
omiUed in Cranmer't Register^ and both recorded in the respective 
Diocesan Registers; and these two hishopi, together vfith Latimer f 
were restored to their temporalities by writs dated the same day, (Oct. 
4, 1835 — Rymer, torn. xiv. pp. 552 — 554,) wherein, according to the 
(then) customary form, consecration is in each case recited as already 
performed. There had been no previous consecration in 1535, (Lati> 
mer's excepted,) later than Shaxton's, on April 11. The presumption 
then is, that Latimer also was consecrated at Winchester : and the omis- 
sion in the Archiepiscopal Register, being at once accounted for and 
supplied in the two cases, can be of no force in the third."— Pr«/ace to 
BramhalVs " Vindication" i^e. N. E, vol. Hi. fourth leaf from thi 
end of the Preface. We find additional evidence of Latimer's Epis- 
copal character, in his resignation, — Cranmer's Register, folio 1K24,— ia 
the commission of Pole as legate for proceeding against him, in which 
he is called a bishop, although long before out of the possession of his 
see, and in his signature, as Bishop of Worcester, to the document, 
page 145. 

B. n. ii. SeeD. 

B. II. iii. Thomas Chetham, Bishop ofSidon in partibuSfhnAvaateA. 
in many consecrations during the reign of Henry VIII. ; particularly with 
Cranmer D. III. i. and Stokesly D. I. in 1535, in consecrating Shaxton, 
Bishop of Salisbury. — Cranmer's Register, folio 172. Shaxton was then 
a Reformer, and resigned his see on the passage of the act of the six arti^ 
cles. But in Mary's reign he conformed, and was sufiragan to the Bishop 
of Ely, so that his consecration was acknowledged by the Romanists.-^ 
Burnet ii. 429, Am. Ed. The Bishop of Sidon was also one of the con- 
secrators of Kitchen, the Validity of whose consecration is assumed' by 
the Romanists, throughout this whole controversy. We do not know 
when or by whom Chetham was consecrated; probably by Warfaam, 
from his title ; for the act giving English titles to the sufiragans, instead 
of titles in partibus infidelium, was passed in 2l8t Hen. VIII. i. e. 
1529, before the death of Warham. On the other hand, the Bishop of 
Sidon, who- assisted at a consecratiott in 1534, is called Christopher, and 
Mr. Peccival suppQUjBS Yam. to have b^n o, diffeiient person,. — ^bu,t thjin 
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may be a imstake. If Chetham was consecrated by Warham, his con- 
tecration is probably regisieredr.as Mr. Haddan does not mention ^ 
napie aipong the oqiittiqd cases. If be was consecrated by Cranmer,hxa. 
conseciqation is. not; registered. 9ut we haye seen that the absence of a 
Register is no prooCth^t a bishop has not been, consecrated. 

B. IX. Mr. I$[enrick has thought fit to deny the fact of the consecrai- 
tion of Ridlcy^upon what slender grounds we have already shewn. The 
only objections which seem open to the authorit][ of his consecrators, are the 
waat of Registers, in the cashes of I^atimer» B. II. wM^ and Chetham, B. 
III. iii. the last one of his eonesciatOKs, the other one of the consecra- 
tors of Holbeach, another of his consecrators. We thipk that there is 
conclusive moral evidence for the consecration of both these prjelates^ 
and we do not believe that any one has ever affected to doubt that of 
Chetham. Holbeach*s consecration is very parallel to Boner's and 
Heath's, — neither of them was consecrated by an Archbishop. The 
presiding Bishop in Holbeach's case was Hilsey; in Boner's aqd 
Heatk's^ Qardiner,r~°6ither. qf them registeqed at Canterbury, both in 
their own dioceses.. The assistants in the case of Boner and Heath, 
were Sampson and Skyp. Neither of them registered any where. In 
that particular Holbeach has r.ather the advantage, as although Latimer 
one of his consecrators, \vas Qot registered, Wharton, the other, was. 
In lil^e manner Ridley's <;onsecra^i^ compares veiy. equally with 
Thirlby's. Boner was the presiding Bishop at the one, and Holbeach 
of the other, the prelates whose consecrations we have just compared. 
Hodgeskin was an assistant in both ; the third was,.. for Thirlby, Heath, 
for Ridley, Chetham. So Ridley's consecration may be compared with 
Kitchen's, whose presiding bishop was Xbidby, whom we have shewn 
not to be in better condition than Holbeach or Ridley, assisted by Chet- 
ham,. also an assistant at the consecration of Ridley, and by Thomas 
Suffragan of Shrewsbury, like Hodgeskin an undoubted bishop. We 
need not say that Boner, Heath, Thirlby, and Kitchen are all acknow- 
ledged by Edl Romanists as bishops. 

Af Whatever becomes then of the q]aestiou of Barlow's consecration, 
a fact of which vfe, ho\|reyeo see no reason to doubt, Parker was conse- 
crated by tbi^a la\|fi41y consecrated bishops. 

B. With respect; to Scoiy, we think we have fully established his 
chums ; we, however, think proper to add in this place, that the acts of 
his consecration for Rochester and installation at Chichester, have been 
printed by EIrington, Appendix, pp» Ixv. to Ixix,** and that in the same 

*See Pott Appendix, No. idi. xiv. 
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book, pp*. bom. Ixxvii. will be found an extract from Boner's Refieter, 
puiporting to be an act by wbich Boner restores him on repentance for 
bu manriage, to the function and puUic execution of his ecclesiastical, 
pasloRil, and mimsterial oiBoe> within the diocese of London. In this 
document, Boner calls him "Dilectns confrater nostec Joannes ni:^>er 
Cicestrien. Episcopus." ** Our beloved brother^ John late Bishop e£ 
ChiebBsler.'* 

C* Elrington has also printed. Appendix hod. to Ixxiii.^ extracts from 
the act of Coverdale's consecration, and from, his Register as Bishop of 
Ex0ler, leaving no doubt of his having been in actual possession of that 



IX 'With respect to Hodgeskin, the act of his consecration, and the 
oeitifieate from Cranmer to the king that it had taken, place, are also to 
be found in the same book, pp. Ixxiv. Ixxv.* 

For all the references to the Registers of Cranmer and Pole in this 
note, except where credit is^ given ehewhero, we are indebted to Ferci- 
vbI, Apology for the Doctrine of the Apostolic Succession, Appendix, 
gp, 99«101, N. Y. Edit. 



NOTE B. 
ON CONSECRATIONS BY A SINGLE BISHOP. 

* 

We are not going to discuss the question of the validity of consecra- 
tions by a single bishop,— it is sufficient for our purpose that they are 
practically accounted valid by our adversaries. We are going to use that 
opimonas an argumentum ad hommetf without attempting to decide whe- 
ther it be well founded or not. Archbishop Carroll,. the first Archbishop of 
Baltimore, through whom most of the Romish prelates in this country 
trace their episcopate, was consecrated by a single bishop, who had him- 
self been consecrated by & single bishop. Such consociations, among 
the Romanists, in England and Ireland are so common,, that they have 
in those countries no probable episcopate, except upon the supposition 
(hat they are valid;. 

If such consecrations are valid,, it is- easy to ^ shew that they lose all 
their labor in attacking the consecration of Paricer and his consecrators. 
As to Barlow, we have already saad,inthe former note, thathis consecration 

* SfeePost Appendix, No. xliii. 
^^vSee Pose Appendix, No. xliv. 
17* 
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is in faot immateTied, since Parker wm consecrated by three coDsecrated 
bishops without hirn» 

But the; dany the episcopate of Scory and Coverdale. Upon what 
ground? An alleged deficiency in Ridley. But there still remain 
Cranmer and Hodgeskin, whom they cannot dispute. If one bishop is 
sufficient to consecrate, Parker had at least three good conseci^atora. 
Parker's episcopate can be traced to Cranmer and to Stokesly by three 
lines each, exclusive of Barlow and Ridley.^ 

But upon the principle of consecration by one bishop, the episcopate 
of Parker himself is now unimportant. The succession of the Church 
in England, her colonies, Scotland, and the United States, can upon that 
principle be traced through sereral lines, independent of him. 

Christopher Hampton was Archbishop of Armagh, from 1613 to 
1624 ; he was of Irish, not English consecratifMi. In 1616 he united in 
the consecration of Thomas Morton, the very bishop who has been re-. 
presented as tracing his episcopate from the Nag's-head. 

About the same time. Marc Antonio De Domini s. Archbishop cf 
Spalatro, in Italy, becodne a Protestant, and came to England* In 
1617 he joined in the consecration of Nicholas Felton and George 
Monteigne. . 

In 1619 Bisliop Morton was one of the consecrators of several bish- 
ops, among M'hom was John Howson, Bishop of Oxford. 

In 1621, Bishops Monteigne,. Felton,. and Howson all united in the 
consecration, at different times, of John Williams and William I^aud. 
These two great prelates, rivals through life, heads of the two great par- 
ties in the Church, and incumbents at the same time of the two archi- 
episcopal sees, thus both united the English, the Irish, and the Italian 
lines of succession. 

Brian Duppa, successively Bishop of Salisbupy and Winchester, was 
consecrated on June 17th, 1633, by Laud,. — Morton was also one of his 
consecrators, as was Roljert Wright, one pf who^e consecrators was 
Williams. 

y Thus-^l. Parker, Scory, Cranmer. 

2. Parker, Coverdale, Cranmer. 

3. Parker, Hodgeskin, Wharton, Cranmer. 

4. Parker, Scory, Hodgeskin, Stokesly. 

5. Parker, Coverdale, Hodgeskin, Stokesly. 

6. Parker, Hodgeskin, Stokesly. 
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Bishop Duppa, in 1660, after the restoration^ consecrated Gilbert 
Sheldon as Bishop of London, who was afterwards translated to Canter- 
bury. There were four other consecrators, of whom, two had been con- 
secrated by Laud, one by Williams, and one by Archbishop Juxon, who 
was himself consecrated by Laud. 

In 1666 William FuUer, another bishop of Irish consecration, was 
translatisd from Limerick to Lincoln. In 1667 he was one of the con- 
lecrators of Anthony Sparrow, Bishop of Exeter, who in 1669 was one 
<tf liie consecrators of Peter Gupning, Bishop of Chichester. 

On the sixth day of December, 1674, Henry Compton, successively 
bishop of Ox;ford and Londoiv wa^ consecrated by Archbishop Sheldon, 
Bishop Gunning, and others. He was conseq^uently connected with the 
Irish succession through two different lines ; and united the lines of Ful- 
ler, De Dominis, Hampton, and Parken He liyed till 1713, — conse- 
crated thirty-four bishops, and at the time of his death, every bishop in 
England but two traced his episcopate through him. On the death of 
the two exceptions, their places must of necessity have been fiUed by 
th0 ecclesiastical descendants of Bishop Compton. Bishop White, one 
of the deprived bishops in the time of William III. was consecrated by 
him, and as he was one of the consecrators of Hickes, the nonjuring suf- 
fragan of Thetford, it has come to pass through his uniting in one con- 
secration for the Church in Scotland, that all the bishops of that branch 
of the Church can ajso trace their episcopal descent from Bishop 
Compton. 

It thus appears that all the bishops of the English, Scottish, Ameri- 
can, and Anglo-colonial Churches, can trace their descent from the 
Churches of England, Ireland, and Italy, through Parker, Ii(ampton, De 
Dominis, and Fuller. 

We annex three tables, the first shewing the descent ffom Bishop 
Compton of all the Archbishops of Canterbury since his time. The 
other shewing tJEie descent from him of all thQ consecrators of the first 
American bishops ; the third. Bishop Compton^ decent from, Parker, 
Hampton,, De Dominis, a|id FuUei;. 

TABLE^ f. 
ARCHBISHOPS OF CANTERBURY. 

1^ Sancroft, Compton. 

2. TiUotson, Burnet, Compton.. 

3f Tepoison, Compton. 



7 
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4. Wake, Compton. 

5. 'Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

6. Herring, Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

7. Hutton, Wilcocks, Wake, Compton.^ 

8. Seeker, Gibson, Wake, Compton^ 

9. Comwallis, Herring, Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

10. Moore, Comwallis, Herring, Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

11. Sutton, Moore, Comwallis, Herring, Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

12. Howley, Satton, Moore, Comwallis, Herring, Potter, Trelawny, 

Compton. 

TABLE n. 
BISHOP SEABURY'S CONSECRATORSw, 

1. Kilgour, Falconer, Rattray, G^dereri Hickes, White, ComptoD. 

2. Petrie, Falconer, Rattray, Gadderar, Hickes, White, Comptoo. 

3. Skinner, Kilgour, Falconer, Rattray, Gadderar, Hickes,. White, 

Compton. 

BISHOPS WHITE AND PROVOOST'S CONSECRATORS. 

1. Moore, Comwallis, Herring, Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

2. Markham, Drummond, Herring, Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

3. Moss, Terrick, Hutton, Wilcocks, Wake, Compton. 

4. Hinchcliflfe, Comwallis,. Herring, Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

BISHOP MADISON'S CONSECRATORS. 

1. Moore, Cbrnwallis, Herring, Potter, Trelawny, Compton. 

2. Porteus, Markham, Dmmmond, Herring, Potter, Trelawny, 

Compton. 

3. Thomas, Terrick, Hutton, Wilcocks, Wake, Compton, 

TABLE III. 
BISHOP COMPTON'S DESCENT. 

1. Compton, Gunning, Sparrow, Fuller. 

2. Compton, Sheldon, Duppa,^ Mbrton, Hampton. 

■ Archbishop Potter was consecrated by four bishops, of whom three 
had been consecrated bry Compton, the fourth by an Archbishop of hi». 
consecration. 

•Or in another line: — Duppa, Wright, Williams,. Howson, Morton, 
Hampton. 
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3. CotaptaDf Sheldon, Duppa,^ Laud, Monteigne, De Dominis. 

4. ComptOD, Sheldon, Duppa,<^ Laud, Montei|^e» Abbot, Bancroft, 

Whitgift, Grindal, Fa^ker^ 

^ Or in another line h-*I>iq>pa, Wright, Williams, Monteigne, De 
Dominis. 

<^ Or in another line : — Duppa, Wright, Williams, Howson, Morton, 
Abbot, and a^ in the text^ 



ESSAY IX. 

THE ORDINAL OF EDWARD VI. 

We now leave the historical questions with which we have 
been so long occupied, and approach one of a more theolo- 
gical character* Is or not the office commonly called the 
ordinal of Edward VI. capable of conveying valid ordination ? 
This question occupies the eleventh chapter of Mr. Kenrick's 
book. Of this chapter we hesitate not to say, that we have 
never seen a piece of writing, of no greater length, which 
involved so many contradictions, and indeed refutations, of 
itself. We shall, however, adopt from its pages a principle, 
as the substratum of our argument. 

" It is a settled principle with Catholics, that no error about the nature 
or efficacy of a Sacrament, no positive disbelief of its Divine institution, 
or any other personal unworthiness on the part of him who administers 
it, can deprive such a sacrament of its effect. — provided sufficient mat- 
ter, valid form, and the due intention, concur in its administration" p. 
175. 

Upon this principle we agree to discuss the question. 
There are, then, but two requisites to constitute a valid office 
of ordination; for with the office, intention has nothing to 
do ; that belongs to the officiator. The only two requisites 
in the office are matter and form. By matter, we are to un- 
derstand the appropriate action, something hke what our 
catechism, in speaking of the Sacraments, calls an outward 
and visible sign. In the strict sense of our catechism, indeed, 
die word sign includes the material visible thing used in the 
action, as the water, the bread, and the wine, as well as the 
action itseff. But we beMeve Romanists use the expression 
for the action itself, as indeed do our own Homilies. But at 
all events, the matter is action, not words, winch is ftU that is 
important to our present purpose. Concerning the matter, 
there is in this case no dispute, and it is therefore needless to 
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be over-precise in explaining the meaning of the term. Mr. 
Kenrick is agreed with us, that the matter of ordination is 
the imposition of hands. But what is the form ? The mat- 
ter is action, the form is words. What words? Let us hear 
Chardon,tLllomanist, as quoted with approbation by Mr. Ken- 
rick c 

'** There are few among intelligent theologians who do not teach that 
the matter and form of ordination consists in the imposition of the bish- 
op's hands, and in the invocation of the Holt Ghost/' p, 180. 

This is exactly the doctrine of our Church. Accordingly, 
in ^he ordinal of Edward Vl. we find "imposition of the 
bishop's hands and the invocation of the Holt Ghost." 
There 4s another signification of the word form, in which it 
is equivalent to order or office, and includes all the prayers 
and ceremonies which may occur in the course of the ad- 
ministration of a rite. In thid «ense we say, ** The Form of 
Consecration of a Church or Chapel," '"The 'Form and 
Manner of Making Priests." A confusion between these 
two senses ef the word form^ runs through the whole of 
our author's remarks, and is not a little useful to him in the 
management of his cause. When he is to assail our form, 
he uses the word in its narrower and more technical sense, 
and refuses to allow us to aid the alleged defects of what he 
pleases to consider the form, in that sense, by expressions 
used in other parts of the of^ce. When he is to defend the 
Romish ofilice, he considers every part of the ofi&ce as form. 
Without this artifice, he must either have admitted our 
office to be good or his own to be bad. But it is in the nar- 
rower and technical sense, that he has asserted, and we have 
admitted, a sound form to be necessary tp a valid ordination. 
That he uses the word form in this, stricter scQse when he 
speaks of a valid form» in connexion with sufficient matter, in 
the passage which we have quoted above, we have a 
right to conclude from another passage upon thh same page. 

''If an insufficient form of baptism were empk^od in. the adiiiistra- 
tion of that saiaramenv it would be of no avail; although it might hav» 
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been frequently intimated in the preceding and subsequent parts of the 
ceremony, that the child or other person was presented for baptism*** 
p. 175. 

Here he clearly diBtinguishes bet^^een two things, to 
each of which the word form is sometimes applied ; calling 
one the form, the other the ceremony. To the narrower 
sense of the word form we desire, and we have the right to 
hold him. In this sense, then, he tells us : 

" If she [the Romish Church] deems the English ordinations invalid, 
it must be, either because she denies the fact of their having been per^ 
formed by an ordained minister, or because she judges that the form used 
is insufficient." p. 157. 

The question as to the fact of the ordained minister, id not 
now before ns. If our form is insufficient, he who asserts 
the insufficiency is bound to shew us in what it consists. 
For that purpose, it is necessary that he tell us precisely 
what the sufficient form is. But this it seems that he is 
unable to do. Although not contented with, the pasage just 
cited, he says in another place : 

' "The rejection of English ordinations by the [Romish] Church, is 
grounded iolely on the insufficiency of the form, and not upon any his- 
torical fact, such as whether Matthew Parker was, or was not, conse- 
crated by Barlow, or whether Barlow hinnelf was, or was not, a regu- 
larly consecrated bishop. Whatever opinion may be formed on each of 
these disputed facts,— and every [Roman] Catholic is at perfect liberty 
to affirm or deny them— still the judgment and practice of the [Romish] 
Church is exclusively founded on the nature of the form, which being 
insufficient of itself; suffices to invalidate the act of which it is so essen- 
tial a part, no matter by whom performed.** p, 15^. 

Let him, then, we again say, point dut to Us what the form 
is, and then shew us wherein ours is deficient. He tells us 
plainly he cannot do this. 

" In what, then, it may be asked, does the Catholic form consist ? I 
might, in reply, say that this question is irrelevant; as from what has 
been said, it is evident that the supposed identity between the forms of 
Edward VI. and those in the Roman Pontifical, cannot be established ; 
and, consequently, that the argument in support of the former, which is, 

18 



206 THB ORDINAL OF EDWARD YI. 

built on such a nqipotitioii, £ills at once to the ground. I will, how. 
ever, obterre, that as the Church has not defined what part of the cere- 
mony of ordination is that called the form, theologians have enjoyed (m 
this subject a speculative freedom of opinion, which does not at all inter- 
fere with their observance of the laws of the Church, by which they are 
bound to use the form at present prescribed in the Roman Pontifical. 
The Church not having defined the exact words that constitute the form 
of ordination, a certain latitude of opinions necessarily arose ; and some 
theologians, arguing from the principle, that the form of ordination was 
not specifically determined by Christ, as were the forms of baptism 
and the eucharist, were easily led to consider these words, * Aocipe,' etc. 
as the form, although they may have been aware that they had not been 
always in use." p. 181. 

The Romish Church, then, has not defined where or what 
the form is. Of course the Catholic Church has not ; since 
the Romish Church affects to receive all the definitions of 
the Catholic Church. Mr; Kenrick only attempts to shew 
that our form is insufficient, by shewing that we ^* interfere 
with" the "observance of the laws of the" [Romish] 
" Church, by which" every body '* is bound to use the form 
at present prescribed in the Roman Pontifical." He then 
starts away from the technical meaning of the word form, 
and resorts to the popular. Let us ask him a question or 
two. If the validity of an ordination depends upon the use, 
of the form — ^meaning ceremony, office, order,—" at present 
prescribed in the Roman Pontifical," what is to become of 
ordinations performed before that office or form was pre- 
scribed ? His very form of speech implies that there was 
such a time. We suppose he will answer, that if they were 
performed according to the former office then prescribed, 
they would be valid. Again ; suppose the Roman Pontifical, 
should be changed, as it appears it has been changed, would 
the ordinations by the new office be valid ? We suppose he 
would say ; Yes. The validity of ordinations, then, depends 
on conformity in all thmgs to the Roman Pontifical for the 
time being; in other words, on obedience to the see of Rome. 
This merges our special controversy, as most controversies 
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with the Romanists are apt to be merged, in the grand one, 
whether Rome is the mother and mistress of Churches. 
Mr. Kenrick, like most of his brethren, takes this for granted ; 
but till he proves it, his present argument is good for noth- 
ing. 

But let us suppose that he uses the word form in its tech- 
nical and restricted sense, he then means to say that we are 
" bound to use the form at present prescribed in the Roman 
Pontifical." Using the word form in its narrower sense, for 
the form of words by which the power of order is actually 
conveyed. Then let him tell us what that form of words is. 
But he tells us that he cannot, and moreover that **the 
Church has not defined the exact words that constitute the 
form of ordination." Then there is no form in that sense 
prescribed in the Roman Pontifical. It follows, that in this 
passage he uses the word form for office. 

He stands, then, on this ground, that the form of every 
ofi^e for ordination, which diifers by an hair's breadth from 
that in the Roman Pontifical, is invalid. It would seem 
that the *' observance of the law of the [Romish] Church," 
by which *' they are bound to use the form at present pre- 
scribed in the Roman Pontifical," need not go quite so far. 
We have heard of a maxim, "fieri nan debet, factum valet.^* 
It may npt be necessary to a valid ordination to use every 
word and syllable, although the omission may be a violation 
of law. Mr. Kenrick tells us elsewhere, of a very reasonable 
distinction between unlawful and invalid. 

" It is here necessary to point out the distinction between a valid and 
a lawful ordination. The one is an act, to which nothing is wanting 
that is necessary to give it effect; whereas, the other is one, not only 
complete in itself, but conformable to the laws that have been made to 
direct and govern the power that produced it. Thus, for example, a 
clergyman who has been suspended from the exercise of his ministry, 
may, if he be so regardless of his duty, continue to officiate, and his offi- 
cial aets would, in most instances, be valid. They would not, indeed, 
be lawfvl acts, but, on the contrary, a sacrilegious abuse of the powers 
of the mimstry. Henoe, were a Catholic bishop to apostatize from the 
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faith, and coofer the order of priesthood on one of bispanizan» in error, 
his apostacy or heresy would not invalidate the act, although it woidd 
render it plainly ttnlawful. And hence it is that the Catholic Church 
regards all ordinationsi that are made in the sects separated from her 
communion, as unlawful f hut she only considers those inva/t^, in which 
either the ordaining prelate was not himself consecrated, or in which be 
employed a defective form, or in which he had no serioas intention of 
performing a sacred rite." p. 15. 

But **the later end of his commonwealth seems to forget 
the beginning.'* It now appears that the Church, ** not hav- 
ing defined the exact words that constitute the form of ordr- 
nation," nobody can tell what they are, or are not, — ^they 
may lurk in the newest as well as the oldest part of the 
office, and therefore, the whole office must be used. Qui 
cadit a litera, cadit ah ordinatione. Truly a rigid rule. 
How does it agree with the fact: "that the [Romish] 
Church recognises the orders of the Greek and other schis- 
matic Churches, which have been for ages separated from 
her conmiunion ?" — Kenrickj jp. 14. Do these " schismatic** 
Churches preserve their "observance of the laws of the 
[Romish] Church by which they are bound to use the form 
at present prescribed in the Roman Pontifical?" Do they 
not hurl defiance at Rome and her authority? Do they 
not ordain by rites of their own ? If then, ajs we are told by 
our author, their orders are valid, we must seek further for 
the cause of the invalidity of our own, than the fact that 
our ordinal differs from that of Rome, or that our ordinations 
are held in disregard of her pretended authority. 

He is not content with telling; us once that the orders of 
the Greek Church are valid : but ia another place he says i 

" The [Romish] Church has, accordingly,, always admitted the vali- 
dity of the oidinations of the Greek schisraadcal Churchy because con- 
ierred by persons who themselves had been ordained, and who, in coor 
ferring oiders, used the aneient form of ordination." p, 157. 

The ancient farm is not identiea> with "th© form &t 
present prescribed in the Roman Pontifical.*" It is notorious 
that the Greeks do not use that ofiice. The "ancient form,**^ 
which they preseiTe, must be the form in the technical sense. 
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the form-wliiGh has been always used, and which is analogous 
to the Divinely appointed form in baptism. What that 
form is, Mr. Kenrick tells os, on page 161, he does not 
know. In his quotation from Chardon, on page 180, we learn 
that it consistft in the inrocation of the Holt Ghost. Put- 
ing the two together, it seems that it does not consist in the 
iDTOcation of the Holt Ghost in any precise set of words, 
bat in such invocation, in any suitable set of words. In 
this, the form in ordination differs from the Divinely ap- 
pointed form in baptism, which does consist in a precise 
set of words. Ask, with what words was Cornelius bap- 
tised ? Every Christian can reply, — *^ in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holt Ghost." Ask, 
with what words Paul and Barnabas " ordained elders in 
every Church ?" No one can ansWer. We are not, then, 
tied to any precise set of words ; but only to such words 
as sufficiently express a proper meaning. We are, in other 
words, only bound to an invocation of the Holt Ghost, 
adapted to the occasion. 

There is another question, which will be found of some 
importance in this discussion. Is the form, using the word 
technically, of ordination, confined to the words spoken, while 
the hands of the bishop are on the head of the candidate ? 
We presume we may answer this in the negative. Firstly, 
because if it were, it could not be said *' that as the Church 
has not defined what part of the ceremony of ordination is 
that called the form, theologians have enjoyed on that 
subject a speculative freedom of opinion.*' p. 181. Secondly, 
because the words which in ** the form at present prescribed 
in the Roman Pontifical," p, 181, to be said while the hands 
of the bishop are on the head of the candidate, are these, 
'* Receive the Holt Ghost, whose sins thou dost forgive, 
they are forgiven, whose sins thou dost retain they are re- 
tained;" and nothing more. — See page 178. Now this set 
of words, Mr.. Kennck informs us, ** was not observed for 
many ages in the Primitive Church." p. 179. He also tells 

18* 
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us, on the same page, that although Bellannine seems to re- 
gard the words " Keceive the Holt Ghost, as part of the 
form he does not regard it as the whole fonn>'* Sellarmine 
must be mistaken, supposing them to be even *^ part of the 
form," if " they were not observed for many ages in the 
Primitive Church." But if he is right, in regarding them aa 
even part of the form, or if they are, no part' of the form ; 
in either qase. the principle is established for which we con- 
tend, that the form is not confined to the words which the 
bishop speaks, with his hand on the head of the candidate.^ 
Mr. Kenrick is so anxious that there shall be no mistake* 
as to the fact that those words are not the form, that 
he tells us twice, in the compass of a duodecimo page, 
that this supposed forna '^ was nqt used for many ages;" and 
then says : 

"I shsdl quote fcom an unexceptionable writer, the authorities by 
which it is sustained. V These words/ says ChardoB, * which are foun^ 
in the Roman Pontifical, Accipe Sfiritvm Sanctum, etc.'^(Receiire 
the Holt Ghost, etc.) in which many scholastics imagined they fovnd 
the form of ordination, are not ancient ; for even the earliest scholastics 
such as Hugh of St. Victor, Alexander Hales, William of Axaprte, St. 
3onaventura, and St. Thomas, make no mention of them, althoiigh they 
treat minutely of the rites of ordination.— ICeither is it found in Latin 
rituals of more than four hundred years antiquity, nor even in many mo- 
dem rituals,, as Father Morinus remarks.*^ The Grreeks and Syrians, to 

'( < d NuUi ritaales antiqui h«ec habent verba, nusquam comparent : etiam 
in recentioribus multis nulla eorum mentio. Apud Latinos csepta sunt 
u^urpari vijc ab annis quadringentis, apud Greecos autem et Syros nee 
est, nee unquam fuit, illorum usus Itaque nulla ration.e dici possunt ad 
ordinis substantiam pertinere.' Morinus, De Sa^ris. Ordinationibus 
pars. 3. exercit. 2. Cap. 2. p. 22. 

" * Verba ilia, Accipe Spiritum Sanctum, quae ant© pnedictam pnefa- 
donem, cum manus impositione, ab ipso consecratore proferuntur, in 
quibus formam episcopatus reponunt scholastici recentiores, toto antiqui* 
tati ignota fuerunt : adeo ut vix in ullo Pontificali annos quadringentos 
attingente reperiantur.* Martene, De Antiquis Ecclesise Ritibus, lib. I. 
cap. 8. Art. 10. p. 330." 
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this day^ have no such form. Many soholastics, however, beliered them 
to be essential ; because they imagined that the forms of the sacraments 
ought to be imperative. But now-a-days tliis opinion no longer prevails 
no more than other sentiments of the school.s regarding the sacraments. 
There are ievr among intelligent theologians who do not teach that the 
matter and form of ordinatton consists in the imposition of the bishop's 
hands, and in the invocation of the Holt Cthost, although all agree 
with the Council of Trent, that the bishop who ordains, does not in vain 
say : — Accipe Spiritvm Sanctum, etc.*** pp, 179, 180. 

We have now, as we conceive, established upon Mr. Ken- 
Hck's own authority the following propositions : 

1. The controversy is exclusively about the form of ordi- 
nation. 

2. The word "form*' is used in a technical sense, for 
something in some respect analogous ta the Divinely appoint- 
ed fonn of baptism, and not for the whole office or rite. 

9. This form ha» not been, like that in baptism, Divinely 
i^>p(Hnted in any precise set of words, nor has it been pre- 
cisely defined either by the Catholic or the Romish Church. 

4. This form consists in the invocal»on of the Holt 
Ghost. 

5. The form does not consist exclusively in the words 
spoken while the hands of the ordainer are en the head of 
the ordained. 

6L The matter of ordination consists in the imposition of 
hands. 

To these proportions we intend ta holc^ Mn Kenrick, and 
to shew, that consistently with them, his argun>ent against 
tho ordinal of Edward VI. cannet be sustained. 

We now^ proceed to consider his argument. He has, in 
commencing it, ostentatiously drawn up his objections under 
six heads. This arrangement has the appearance of being 
very precise and formal, but is really only cumbrous and 
confused.. The real objections which he takes to the form 
in the ordinal are only three. 

1. That the Church of Rome has pronounced it voi(). 

^ " Chardon, Histoire des Sacremens. LJv. I. De L^Ordre. c. 8.** 
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2. That it contains no words, convejring to the orduned 
the power of offering sacrifice. 

3. That it contains no words referring dfetinctly to the two 
orders of bishops and prieata^ 

The first objection occupies his three first heads, which 
are intended to form a syllogism ; remarkable as being used 
to establish a matter of fact. The syllogism is this ; *' the 
[Roman] Catholic Church does not believe, that the effect 
of a valid form can be frustrated by the errors and disbelief 
of those who use it, or of the society in which it is used." 
"Hence if she deems the English ordinations invalid,. it mnst 
be either because she denies the fact of their having been 
performed by a regularly ordained minister, or because she 
judges that the form used on the occasion is insufficient.'^ p, 
157. But "the rejection of English ordinations by the 
Church, [of Rome,] is grounded not upon any historical 
fact." p. 159. And "the Church [of Rome] has uniformly 
rejected the English ordinations as invalid," p. 157,— there- 
fore the Church of Rome has decided that the form is in- 
valid. If so, we cannot help thinking that the shortest way 
of proving it, would have been to have produced the decision. 
But suppose that it is so ; we have a very short answer to 
the whole argument. If the Church of Rome has decided 
that the form is invalid, the Churches of England, of Ire- 
land, of Scotland, and of the United States of America, have 
decided that it is valid. The affair being within the peculiar 
jurisdiction of those Churches, their decision must stand in 
preference to that of the Church of Rome, until the latter is 
proved to be the mother and mistress of Churches. 

But has the Church of Rome decided that the form is in* 
valid ? We say she has made no such decision. It is true, 
that the policy and practice of re-ordination prevail within 
her pale ; but it is upon grounds not at all affecting the vali- 
dity of the form, using that word in its limited and technical 
sense. Let us hear Mr. Kenrtck himself upon this subject. 
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'' The Church [of Roipe] has unifoimly rejected the Engliah ordina- 
tioDs as invalid. All the [Roman] Catholic bishops of England, in the 
time of Queen Mary, unanimously condemned the form which had been 
introduced under Edward VI. and their decision was confirmed by the 
judgment of the [Roman] Catholic world. We accordingly find that 
those bishops who had been consecrated according to that form, were 
regarded as invalidly consecrated ; and even their civil acts were annul- 
led by the courts of law, during the reign of that queen* The [Roman] 
Catholic doctors of those times regarded, that form as invalid. This 
was publicly declared by Richard Bristow, in a book written in the year 
1567, to whi<^ reference baa already been made ; and it haB ever since 
been the sentiment of the [Roman] Church, which has uniformly consi- 
dered as mere laymen, whatever bishops, ministers, etc. of the Eng- 
lish clergy, have returned to her communion, and confers on them, 
as such, the orders of priesthood, etc. should they be disposed to 
embrace the ecclesiastical state. This wras at length solemnly ordered 
by a decree of the Roman Inquisition, made in the presence of Clement 
VI. on the 27th of April, 1704." jyp. 157, 158. 

There was, then, no formal decision of the question before 
1704, and then not by the Roman Church, but by the Roman 
Inquisition. We have understood that some American Ro- 
manists have recently discovered, that the Inquisition is a 
mere civil tribunal; with which the Church of Rome has 
never had any thing to do. Should this great discovery turn 
out to be a truth, we fear Mr. Kenrick will lose his authority. 
But as we apprehend that there may be some mistake, we 
shall not rely upon the discovery ; but treat the question as 
if it had not been made. The Inquisition, although a 
Church tribunal, is not the Church of Rome ; far less is it 
the Catholic Church. Its judgments are not the act either 
of the Catholic Church or of its corrupted branch of Rome, 
and we apprehend, therefore, that Rome is not committed, 
even, to the general invalidity of the English orders ; although 
we know that her present practice is to disregard them. 
But was the decision of the Inquisition grounded on a defect 
in the form ? Far from it. 

This decision was made in the case of John Clement 
Gordon, a Scottish bishop, who apostatised to the Romish 
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sect. The petition for re-ordination which he presented, 
has been printed by EIrington, Appendix, Ixxvii. et. seq. 
who cites it from Le Quien, a Romanist, — Pieces Justifica- 
tives, p. Ixix. ^ It is full of false assertions, into which no 
inquiry was made, but the decision proceeded upon the 
statements of the petition. It tells the Nag*s-head fable ac- 
cording to the version of Fitzsimon,^the refusal of Kitchen 
the refusal of the imaginary Irish archbishop, the sub- 
sequent assembling at the Nag^s-head and the ordination, 
there. The ordination is represented as defective, in matter, 
form, and intention. No other imposition of hands was used, 
according to this petition, than taking Parker by the right 
hand and telling him to rise Lord Archbishop of Canterbury. 
^Its falsehoods do not stop here; it says expressly, that 
Scory was an apostate monk, and no bishop; that Parker 
was a layman, that Neale, whom it calls Keale, told this tale 
when in exile for the Romish religion. Neale, in truth, 
being a sort of Vicar of Bray, who could be chaplain to the 
persecuting Bishop of London, the bloody Boner, under 
Mary, and Regius Professor of Hebrew at Oxford, ^nder 
Elizabeth. This we learn from Wood, in a part of his life, 
which Mr. Kenrick has re-published, p, 205, and we further 
learn from another part of the same life, which Mr. Ken- 
rick has judged it prudent to omit, that in 1566, he made a 
complimentary oration to Queen Elizabeth, and was in 
high favor with her. Such a man was not likely to be in 
exile for any religion. But the falsehoods of Gordon's 
petition do not even stop here. He goes on to assert that 
Mason pretended to find a register, of which he could pro- 
duce no proof, in which it was stated, that Parker was ordained 
by Catholics, meaning, of course, Romanists. Upon this 
mass of gross and impudent falsehoods, the Inquisition acted* 
assuming them all to be true. Upon that hypothesis, the 
question of the form in Edward's ordinal could not come up. 
There had been no ordination at all. Yet it is upon this 

^Postf App. No, xlvi, 
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statement that the Inquisition, in 1704, declared the English 
orders invalid. Nothing is more manifest, than that the de- 
cision was not made upon account of any defect in the 
ordinal of Edward VI. Mr. Kenrick may, however, be right, 
in saying that the decision was not grounded *^upon any 
historical facU^ because it was grounded upon a mass of 
historical falsehoods. 

But besides the inquisition, we have *Hhe [Roman] 
Catholic bishops'* iii Mary's time "the [Roman] Catholic 
world," and "the [Roman] Qatholic doctors in Elizabeth's 
time." Of these, the opinion of the second is of very little 
value, being taken up, on trust, from the others, without any 
examination ; — that of the first is by no means certain ;s and 
that of the third, the Romish controversialists of Elizabeth's 
time, (the opprobrium of the Roman obedience,) whom Mr. 
Kenrick, strangely enough, thinks proper to dignify with 
the honorable title of Catholic doctors, is of very little conse- 
quence. Mr. Kenrick, throughout his whole book, has 
been endeavoring to shew that these same Catholic doctors (!) 
denied the fcLct of Parker's consecration. Now it seems 
that they only denied the validity of the ordinal of Edward VI. 
Now the last is the truth, — ^they did deny the validity of the 
ordinal of Edward VI. But on what grounds ? Let us learn 
from Mr. Kenrick. 

" The nature of the changes made in the form of ordination, and the 
grounds of the exceptions taken to it, by the [Roman] Catholics of 
Queen Mary's time, are thus detailed by Dodd \-^ 

" *When this ordinal' (that of Edward VI.) < was examined, in the 
next ensuing reign of Queen Mary, it was declared to be insufficient and 
invalid, as to the purposes of consecrating a true ministry, both the bisb* 
ops and parliament being of that opinion. The reasons, in general, of 
its insufficiency, were an essential defect, both as to the matter and form 
of the episcopal and sacerdotal orders. There was no anointing — a 
ceremony always made use of from the earliest times, without which the 
ordination was doubted, and, according to the common opinion, invalid. 
There was no perfection of instruments, another significative ceremony, 
generally esteemed to be essential. But, what was still of the greatest 

s See Note A, at the end of this Essay. 
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moment, there was no form of words, specifying the order that was con- 
ferred; ard particularly, no words or ceremony made use of to express 
the power of absolving and offering sacri6ce. For these, and several 
other reasons, which I have distinctly mentioned in another place, all 
the orders conferred, according to this new ordinal, were looked upon 
by the [Roman] Catholics in Queen Mary's reign, to be null and inva- 
lid.' ">» p, 158. 

ThjB objections, then, were not confined to the form, they 
extended to the matter. Anointing and porrection of instru- 
ments, were erroneously supposed by those bishops and 
doctors, to be parts of the matter of ordmation; but in that, 
Mr. Kenrick's Romish authority, Chardon, shews that they 
were mistaken. ** But what was still of greatest moment, 
^ere was no form of words specifying the order which was 
conferred ; and particularly, no form of words or ceremony, 
nuide use of to express the power of absolving and oiferiDg 
sacrifice." Now as to the power of absolving, it is notorioufi 
and admitted, that the ordinal contains the very words, in 
which our Saviour conferred the power, and that they are 
directed to be uttered while the hand of the bishop is on the 
the head of the candidate. Upon every principle, this 
objection is a mere mistake. A cavil unfounded in fact. The 
other two objections are precisely those of our author. If 
he is right in them now, the bishops and doctors were right 
then ; and if he is wrong now, they were wrong then. We shall 
proceed to examine this point; for as to the ** several other 
reasons,"* which Mr. Dodd had "distinctly mentioned in 
other places," we know nothing of them, except that if they 
had been of the slighest value, we should have heard of 
them in this place, or at least somewhere in Mr. Kenrick's 
book. 

The fourth hiead of Mr. Kenrick's chapter xi. relates to 
the alleged defect of King £dward's ordinal, in not specify- 
ing the particular order intended to be cohferi'ed. This objec- 
tion is presented in two shapes. First ; that the convocation 

^ " Dodd's Church History, quoted by the editor of Collier's Eccle- 
siastical History," Vol. 5, p. 301. Kenrick* 
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of 1662 admitted the defect. Second ; that it actually exists. 
About the alleged admission of the convocation of 1662, it 
may be as well to observe, that though we utterly deny the 
admission ; yet there is no difference between Mr. Kenrick 
and us as to the facts from which he infers the admission. It 
will be necessary to state these facts. 

" The bishop, with the prietti present, shall lay tlieir bands severoDy 
upon the head of every one that receiveth orders, — ^the receivers humbly 
kneeling upon their knees, and the bishop saying : 

" Receive the Holt Ghost,— ^hose sins thou dost forgive, they are 
forgiven ; and whose sins thou dost retain, they are retained. And be 
thou a faithful dispenser of the Word of God, and of His holy Sacra- 
ments: In the name of the Fathkr, and of the Son, and of the Holt 
Ghost. Amen." — Ord. of Ed, VI. CardweWt editionf p. 416. — 
KenriektP. 160. 

The convocation of 1662 altered the words to be spoken 
by the bishop into the following form, which is still con- 
tinued and may be seen in any American Conunon Prayer 
Book. 

** Receive the Holt Ghost for the office and work of a Priett in 
the Church of God, now committed unto thee by the imposition of 
our hand* : whose sins thou dost forgive, they are forgiven ; and whose 
sins thou dost retain they are retained: And be thou a fiaiithful dispenser 
of the Word of God, and of His holy Sacraments : In the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holt Ghost. Amen." 

In the office of Edward for the consecration of bishops, we 
find the following : 

" Take the Holt Ghost,* and remember that thou stir up the grace 
of God which is in thee, by imposition of hands ; for God hath not given 
us the spirit of fear, but of power, and love, and of soberness."*— Card* 
weU,42l. 

In 1662, this sentence was changed into two, as may be 
seen in the ordinary Prayer Books. The second sentence 
is the same as we have given above, beginning at the asterisk. 
The first is as follows : 

" Receive the Holt Ghost for the office and work of a bishop in the 
Church of God, now committed unto thee by the imposition of our 
hands : In the name of the Fathxr, and of the Son, and of the Holt 
Ghost. Amen." 
19 
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The reader observes, that the material part of the altera- 
tion consists in the introduction of the words '^ office and 
work of a bishop," or *^ priest.'' The introduction of those 
words certainly reipoves the objection to the ordinal— that 
it does not specify the order intended to be conferred. Mr. 
Kenrick is, however, too chary of admissions to admit even 
this. He is conscious that his cause cannot aiford to lose 
any thing. But the truth is clear enough for us without his 
admission. He is, however, very triiunphant in telling us, 
that " If the forms of Edward VI. were not sufficient, the 
change came one hundred and three years too i^ate." Mr. 
Kenrick sees that we take* his doctrine, capitals and all ; and 
not only so ; we maintain that it is so indisputably true, that 
no man of common sense can ever have had a doubt of it. 
But then we draw our own inferences. "We suppose that 
Archbishop Sheldon, and the other members of the convo- 
cation of 1662, knew all that as well as ourselves or Mr. 
Kenrick. Our inference, then, is that they did not regard 
the alteration as an admission that the old form was insuffi- 
cient. Had they been convinced of its insufficiency, they had 
two courses of action open. If honest men, they would 
have looked about for some source, firom which they might 
have obtained the succession anew ; if dishonest, they would 
have gone on with the old form, and maintained that it was 
sufficient. In neither case would they have attempted to 
cure a defect, by a measure, which if the defect existed, could 
only expose it. Their- course, instead of amounting to an 
admission that the old form was invalid, shews that they 
believed its validity so clear, that they could afford to venture 
on an alteration, which would furnish the semblance of an 
argument against it. We conclude, then, that the convoca- 
tion of 1662 have not admitted the alleged invalidity of the 
ordinal of Edward VI. 

Does Mr. Kenrick mean to assert, or to insinuate, that bo 
change has ever taken place in the Roman offices for ordina- 
tion ? What then does he ipean, at page 181, by " the form 
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€U present prescribed in the Roman Pontifical ?*' Was the 
old Roman form insufficient ? We apprehend not. Yet of 
the words, which in the office ** at present prescribed in the 
Roman Pontifical/* are uttered by the bishop, with his hand 
on the head of the candidate, we are told, pp. 179, 180 : 

*' These words, io which many scholastics imagiDed that they found 
the words of ordination, are not ancient ; for even the earliest scholas- 
tics, such as Hugh of St. Victor, Alexander Hales, William of Auxerre, 
St. Bonaventura, and St. Thomas, make no mention of them, although 
they treat minutely of the rites of ordination. Neither it it to be found 
in Latin rituals of more than four hundred years antiquity; nor even 
in many modem rituals, as Father Morinus remarks.** 

If the Church of Rome can alter her ritual of ordination, 
without admitting the invalidity of the old one, the Church 
of England, may surely do so likewise. It amounts to noth- 
ing more than this, that one form may be sufficient and 
available, and yet another may be preferable. 

But was the ordinal of Ed^&i^ V'l. defective in not speci- 
fying the order intended to be conferred ? The candidates 
are presented to the bishop, " to be admitted to the order of 
priesthood.*' — Cardwell, 412. The bishop is then to say, 
'* Good people, these be they whom we purpose, God wil* 
ling, to receive this day into the holy office of priesthood." 
Idem. They are presented in prayer to "Almighty God,*' 
as " these Thy servants, now called to the office of priest- 
hood." — Idem. They are asked, "whether they believe 
themselves to be truly called** — "to the ministry of the 
priesthood.** Surely here are specifications enough of the 
order about to be conferred. Let us hear what Mr. Kenrick 
says to this : 

" In reply to these arguments, it is said, that with regard to the form 
of consecrating prieste, although die word < priest* be not found in Ed- 
ward's form, it occurs no less than four times in the ordinatioik ceremo- 
ny ; that this must be taken, as one act, and that the meaning of the 
form is to be determined by all that precedes and follows it, and by the 
general and avowed tendency of the whole ceremony. But this does not 
appear to be a safe principl^^ oo iitdeedA ope that can be acb^ttec^ I^ 
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would follow from it, that the wording of the form is a matter of ]>effect 
indilTerence ; or, at least, that in such circumstances as those supposed, 
it is not necessary that it should signify the spiritual effect it is intended 
to produce. This certainly cannot he admitted ; as is evident from the 
fact, that if an insufficient form of Baptism were employed in the admin- 
istration of that Sacrament, it would he of no avail ; although it might 
have been frequently intimated in the preceding and subsequent part of 
the ceremony, that the child, or other person, was presented for bap- 
tism." pp. 174, 175. 

It is, then, necessary to specify the order, in the form of 
ordination, technically so called. What part of the office 
contains that form? Mr. Kenrick, page 181, informs us 
that he does not know. How, then, does he know that the 
specification of the order is in the right place in the Roman, 
or in the wrong place in the English office? May not 
this prayer be a part of the form, of ordination ? 

" Almiohtt God,. Giver of all good things, which by Thy Holt Spi- 
rit hast appointed diverse osders of ministers in Thy Church ; merci- 
fully behold these Thy servants, now called to the office of Priesthood, 
and so replenish them with the truth of Thy doctrine, and innocency of 
fife, that both by word and good example, they may faithfully serve Thee 
in this office, to the glory of Thy name, and profit of the congregatioa, 
through the merits of our Satiour, Jesus Christ ; Who liveth and 
reigneth with Thee and the Holt Ghost, world without end. Amen.** 
Cardwellf 412. 

But will he contend, that the form consists exchisively in 
the words repeated while the hands of the bishop are on the 
head of the candidate ? Then there is not a shigle priest in 
the whole Roman obedience, or it is not necessary that the 
order should be specified in the form. If those two princi- 
ples ; that the order must be specified in the form, and that 
^he words spoken with the hands of the ordainer on- the 
head of the ordained, are the form, are both to preyail; Mr. 
Kenrick himself is a layman. The ordinal of Edward VI. 
is in that part more full than the Roman office. The words 
which the bishops of the Roman obedience use, while 
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their hands are on the head of the ordamed are only 
these: 

"Receive the Holy Ghost: whose sins thou dost forgive, they are 
fbrgiven ; and whose sins thou dost retain they are retained/' — Kenriek 
p, 178. 

Mr. Kenriek says that this is what Williams *' calls the 
Romish form for priests." But he does not assert that they 
haye any other form. Instead of so doing, he gets up a dis- 
cussion whether these words are the necessary form. 
He takes the negative proposition, which he successfully 
maintiuns, and concludes, by admitting that he does not 
know where in the Roman Pontifical, the true form of ordi- 
nation is to be found. He, however, no where denies that 
the actual form of words, accompanying the imposition of 
hands, in the Roman Pontifical, is that which we have 
given above. He no where asserts that any other words are 
joined to them. He says, indeed, that this sentence, which 
he calls ** the supposed form," " was not observed for many 
ages in the primitive Church." And he tells us, moreover, 
that " this point of itself destroys the identity sought to be 
established between the form of Edward VI. and those pre- 
scribed in the Roman Pontifical." The logic of the argu- 
ment is not perceived. The plain question is, not about iden- 
tity, which no one supposes to exist ; but whether the Roman 
ofiice, at the time of the imposition of hands, prescribes any 
words which designate the order of priesthood as that con- 
ferred on the candidate. Mr. Kenriek does not say that it 
does. Then, although it may not be identical with the 
ofiSce of Edward, it contains the identical defect which Mr. 
Kenriek objects to that office. Nay, it is more defective, 
for it contains nothing answering to the words, " Be thou 
a faithful dispenser of the Word of God and of His holy 
Sacraments." Words which we apprehend are a very good 
periphrasis for "Be thou a faithful priest ;" and that, whether 
the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper be a sacrifice or not. 
It is a Sacrament, and if it cannot be dispensed without a 

19* 
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sacrifice, then he, who. is appointed to dispense it, is appointed 
a sacrificer. 

As regards the Episcopal office, the argument is so similar 
to that which we have offered upon the priesthood, that U is 
unnecessary to repeat it in detail. The bishop elect is pre- 
sented to the archbishop to be consecrated a bishop, — he is 
repeatedly mentipned as bishop elect, and the '^ Almightt" 
is prayed ; " Mercifully behold this Thy servant, now called 
to the work and ministry of ^ bishop.''-*-(7ar<;2u'e^, 419. 
Now we say, as we said in the case of priests, that this is a 
sufficient designation of the order about to be conferred. If 
it is not in the right place, it is for our adversaries to shew 
us which is the right place. This, by their own confession, 
they cannot do. We further say, that the authority of the 
Church of Kome, in her office for the ordination of priests, 
proves that the place which. Mr. Kenrick insinuates is the 
proper place, is not the only proper place. We have no 
wish to deny that it is a proper place. 

But Mr. Kenrick (p. 175) tells us, that ** if the matter be 
omitted or curtailed of any essential, part,— -if the form be 
vitiated, or if ambiguity be. introduced for the purpose of in- 
troducing error, it is no longer a valid means of producing sa- 
cramental eifects." In the next page, he says : ** That it is 
undeniable that the ancient form of Episcopal consecration 
was set aside, and a new one of the mQSt yague character 
introduced, for the purpose of bringing down the Episcopal 
body to a level with the second order of the clergy." Here 
are two undeniable propositions ; both of which we are bold 
enough unequivocally to deny. 

The first is, that the form of Episcopal consecration intro- 
duced in the time of Edward VI. is vague. This we have 
already disproved. The other, that the new form was intro- 
duced, for ^* the purpose of bringing down the Episcopal body 
to the level of the second order of the clergy." This is equally 
untrue. Every one conversant with Ecclesiastical History 
knows that it is, and has been for ages, the policy of the court 
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and Church of Rome, *'to bring down the Episcopal body 
to the level of the second order of the clergy," in order 
that there may be room for a greater distance between the 
bishops and the pope. The Church of England, in the 
ordinal of Edward, required priests to premise obedience to 
their bishops. Every bishop was required to promise, " that 
9uch as be unquiet, disobedient, and criminous within his 
diocese," he would correct and punish according to such 
authority as " he had by God's Word," and as "to him 
should be committed by ihe ordinance of the realm." Of 
priests, no such promise was required. Here, then, was a 
distinct recognition of the authority of one over the other. 
A strange mode of bringing them to a level! The preface 
to this ordinal, too, declares, " that from the Apostles' time, 
there hath been these orders of ministers in Christ's 
Church, — Bishops, Priests, and Deacons." — Catdwell, 398. 
The oiiice for the consecration of bishops itself, contains a 
prayer, beginning: "Almighty God, Giver of all good 
things, which by thy Holy Spirit hast appointed divers orders 
of ministers in thy Church ; mercifully behold this Thy ser- 
vant, now called to the work and ministry of a bishop*" — lb, 
419. Thus distinctly does it recognise, in the naost solemn 
manner, in an address to the Almiohtt, that there are divers 
orders of ministers appointed by the Holt Spirit, that is of 
Divine right, and that one of these orders is that of a bishop. 
Take this in connexion with the preface, and with the fact, 
that throughout the whole ordinal, the power of ordination 
is jealously reserved to the bishop, and with the relation of 
authority so distinctly recognised in him, and it will require 
an unenviable amount of certain qualifications, in the mau who 
shall assert, that the ordinal was composed "for the purpose 
of bringing down the Episcopal body to the level of the second 
order of the clergy." 

We believe that we have now answered all that Mr. Ken- 
rick has advanced against the office for the consecration of 
bishops, and nothing remains, but to consider the objection 
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which he takes to the office for ordaining priests, in connex- 
ion with the doctrine of sacrifice. In approaching this sub- 
ject, Mr. Kenrick, with his usual tactics, endeavors to excite 
a prejudice on his own side, and twice attacks, what he calls, 
** three different editions of the Bible, in 1562, 1577,. and 
1579." He accuses the translators and publishers of these 
editions, of corrupting the sacred text to the exclusion of 
the doctrines of sacrifice, altar, imd priesthood. At page 
156, we are told, *^ The substitution of the word * elder' in- 
stead of * priest,' in Acts, c. xv. 2 ; £p. Titus, c. i. 5 ; 1 
Tim. c. iv. 16, c. v. 17-19; St. James, c. v. 14, in three dif- 
ferent editions of the Bible-— in 1562, 1577, and 1579, shews 
that not only was the idea of priesthood studiously kept out 
of view, but that these translations of the Word were nothing 
more than the vehicle for the errors of men." Mr. Kenrick 
is singularly forbearing, in not extending his accusation to 
other editions of the Bible. We believe the same offence 
has been committed Id all not published under Komish auspi- 
ces.^— ^nt^ even in them^ if they happen to he in learned Ian* 
guages. In our present authorised version, in five out of 
his six texts, the word ia ** elder" or ** elders." In 1 Tim, iv. 
16, the word does not occur at all,— we suppose the citation 
is a mistake for 1 Tim. iv. 14, in which, in the authorised 
version, the word "presbytery" occurs. In the (Geneva 
Bible, the word is "eldership," and it may have been so in 
other early versions. In the Komish, it is "priesthood," 
and in the other texts, the word, which in Protestant 
translations is "elder" or "elders," is undoubtedly "priest" 
and "priests." But this does not, as we conceive, fix the 
charge of falsification upon the Protestants. The truth is, 
that the falsification was made by the Romanists, in their 
English version, to meet a popular, but worthless, argument 
against the doctrine of sacrifice; which is founded on the 
absence of a certain Greek word signifying a priest or sacri- 
ficer,^ in the New Testament. 
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The word in the original Greek, is one, the primary signi- 
fication of which is ** elder;** and which is the root of the 
English word, '* presbyter,** through that in the Latin of the 
same form. The Romanists, in one of the same chapters, 
for which fault is found with the Protestant translation, 
translate the word in the singular, ** an ancient man,** ** An 
ancient man rebuke not, but entreat him as a father,** 1 Tim. 
v. 1. See an edition of the new Testament, &c. translated 
from the Vulgate, 32mo. Baltimore, published by Fielding 
Lucas, Jr. and recommended by James, Archbishop of Bal- 
timore. The English version here is ** elder,** and is under- 
stood to mean a presbyter or Christian priest. The Roman- 
ists make him a mere old man. Was this because the in^- 
plied power of rebuke elevated the bishop too much above 
"the level of the second order of the clergy?** 

Another passage is still more remarkable. In Acts xv. 2, 
Paul and Barnabas are sent by the Church at Antioch, that 
they "should go up to the apostles and priests to Jerusa- 
lem,'* according to the Romish version. In the fourth verse, 
they were received by the "apostl^ and ancients*" We 
suppose that they were received by those to whom they 
were sent, and therefore, that a priest may, without sin, be 
cStlled an ancient, if not an elder. In the sixth verse, " the 
apostles and ancients came together to consider of this mat- 
ter.*' In the twenty-second verse, " it pleased the apostles 
and ancients ;** and in the twenty-third, the synodical epistle 
commences : " The apostles and ancient brethren.** Now 
we suppose that Mr. Kenrick will not deny that, in all these 
places, the " ancients'* are the same persons who are called 
priests in the second verse, nor that the Greek word is pre- 
cisely the same in all the passages in which it is translated, 
** an ancient man,*' "ancients,** and "priests,** making only 
the variation in number and case required by the rules of 
grammar and the sense of the passage. Our authorised 
translation renders it, in all the places, by the same word, 
"elder" or "elders," and so, we doubt not, did all former 
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translations into English. But we hare not done with the 
Romish translation. It professes to have been made from 
the Vulgate. 

We have before us, "Biblia Sacra Vulgatas Editionis 
Sixti y. Pont. Max. jussu recognita atque edita yersiculis 
distincta. Lugdani. 1680." In this edition, in Acts xy. 2, 
we find ** Apostolos et preshyteros ;" in the fourth verse, 
** Apostolis et senioribus ;" in the sixth verse, " Apostoli et 
seniores ;" in the second verse, ** Apostolis et senicyrihus ;" in 
the twenty-third, ** Apostoli et seniores fratres." In 1 Tim. 
iv. 14, " impositione manuum preshyteriiJ'^ In 1 Tim. v. 1, 
^^seniorem;" in verse 17, ** preshyterii ;^^ in 19, **^€*feyte- 
rww." In Titus, i. 6, ^^preshyterosJ'^ In James, v. 14, 
" preshyteros,** In no one of the places, does *' sacerdos" or 
any of its derivatives appear. On which side does the per- 
version lie ? 

But suppose we admit, for the sake of the argument, that 
"priest" is the right translation, and that '\.lders" is as gross 
a mistranslation as possible, and that it was made for the pur- 
pose which Mr. Eenrtck suggests. HoW does all this afiect 
the ordinal of Edward VI ? That ritual never once mentions 
the words "elders" or "eldership," but always "priests" 
and "priesthood." 

But on page 164, we are again told : 

** The Scriptures themselves were shamelessly perverted, to remove 
eveiy thing- like a sanction of the idea of a Christian sacrifice. Thus, 
to give but two instances ; St. Paul says, in the 1 Cor. ix. 13, (King 
James's version,) * diey which wait at the altar, are partakers with the 
altar;' and 1 Cur. x. IS — ' are not they which eat of the sacrifice, par- 
takers of the altar.' In both these instances, the three Protestant Bi- 
bles, published in 1562, 1577, and 1579, put the word 'temple' instead 
of * altar ;' a manifest corruption, as the present authorised version suffi- 
ciently shows." 

Now we have pretty strong evidence, that these last accu- 
sations of corruption are entirely without foundation. We 
have not access to any the editions of the Bible mentioned by 
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Mr. Kenrick ; but we suppose them to have been editions of 
the Geneva Bible, which, in Elizabeth's reign, was popular 
among the Puritans. We have seen a copy of this Bible, 
printed in Elizabeth's time, which does not translate the pas- 
sages as Mr. Kenrick asserts that they are translated in the 
editions of which he speaks. And moreover, it agrees very 
closely with King James's version, to which he refers, and 
also with the Romish version. 

GENEVA BIBLE. 

" Do yee not know, that they which minister about the Holy things, 
eate <^the things of the Temple; and they which wait at the altar, are 
partakers with the altar. So also hath the Lord ordained, that they 
which preach the Gospel, shouid live of the Gospel."-—! Cor. ix. 13, 
14.i 

KING JAMES'S VERSION. 

Do ye not know that they which minister aboat holy things, live of 
the things of the temple ? and they which wait at the altar, are partak- 
en with the altar? Even so hath the Lord ordained, that they which 
preach die Gospel, should live of the Gospel. — 1 Cor. ix. 13, 14. 

ROMISH VERSION. 

Know you not that they who work in the holy place, eat the things 
that are of the holy place : and they who serve the altar, partake with 
the altar ? So, also, hath the Lord ordained, that they who preach the 
Gospel should live of the Gospel. — 1 Cor. ix. 13, 14. 

GENEVA BIBLE. 

Behold Israel after the flesh; are not they which eate of the sacrifices, 
partakers of the altar 7 — 1 Cor. x. 18. 

KING JAMES'S VERSION. 

Behold Israel after the flesh. Are not they which eat of the sacrifices, 
partakers of the altar? — 1 Cor. x. 18. 

» In Bagster's " English Hexapla," the Genevan text (from the New 
Testament of 1557,) is; '' Do ye not understand, how that they which 
minister about the sacrifice, eat of things of the temple 7 and they which 
wayt at the aulter, are partakers with the aulter ?" 
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ROMISH VERSION. 

Behold Israel according to the flesh: are not they who eat of the 
sacrifices, partakers of the altar T—1 Cor. x. 18.^ 

Upon these texts we desire to make two remarks. First, 
that if the Puritan exiles who translated the Bible at Geneva, 
did not pervert their translation in the manner and for the 
purpose suggested by Mr. Kenriek, it is not probable that 
any other translators would. The second is, that Mr. Ken- 
rick, in supposing that any body would have thought such a 
perversion of these texts worth while, suggests a painful 
doubt whether he is familiar with the Bible. Nothing can 
be more clear, on the face of the texts themselves, than that 
the '* altar'* meant in both, is the Jewish altar, and that the 
texts have no direct bearing upon any question relating to the 
Christian priesthood. But admitting, for argument's sake, 
that 1 Cor ix. 13,' has a relation to any but the Jewish sacri- 
fices, it is singular that Mr. Kenriek should employ himself 
in searching for editions and mistranslations in the tiie reign 
of Elizabeth, when a translation of the text is virtually em- 
bodied in the ordinal of Edward itself. The passage was in 
Edward's time, as now, a part of the offertory; which is 
read in the Communion Service, and the ordinal makes the 
Communion Office a part of itself. In both the Communion 
books of Edward, the translation is stronger than in the 
Romish version. It is this : 

Do ye not know that they which minister about holy things, eat of 
the Sacrifice? They which wait of the altar, are partakers of the 
altar? Even so hath the Lord ordained, that they which preach the 
Gospel should live of the Gospel.— Car^fveW, 279. 

Mr. Kenrick's strong ground, however, is that the Church 
of England does not hold the doctrine of sacrifice. This he 
spends several pages in proving. We do not intend to fol- 

k In Bagster's " Hexapla," (from the edition of Rheims, 1582,) the 
latter clause runs : " they that eate the hostes, are they not partaken of 
the altar ?" 
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low him in detail, bnt shall shortly state what we conceive 
him to have proved. 

1st. Then he has proved, or if not, we will admit it, that 
the Church of England, as a Church, and all her gre^at di- 
vines, as individuals, reject the notion of such a sacrifice as is 
received by the modem Church of Rome. 

2d. That there is another doctrine of sacriAce, alluded to 
in his quotations from Overall and Buckeridge ; and that 
a numerous and respectable body of divines, members of the 
Church of England, hold this doctrine. 

3d. That there is another class of divines, in communion 
with the Church of England, who reject any doctrine of a 
Christian sacrifice whatever. 

4th. That the late venerable Bishop White ranked him- 
self witn the last mentioned class of divines. 

5th. That these divines claim Hooker on their side, imd 
cite a certain passage in his great work. — E. P. book v. sec. 
78, which they conscientiously believe, proves that he is with 
them. \ye think, by the way, that this same passage, closely 
examined, will shew that Hooker's differences with the other 
class of divines, were more verbal than real. 

6th. That in the Scottish liturgy, compiled by Archbishop 
Laud, the word "presbyter" was substituted for '♦priest." 
We do not exactly see the bearing of this on the ordinal of 
Edward VI. which was published before Laud was bojn ; 
and which uniformly uses the word "priest." We suppose, 
moreover, that it will not be seriously contended, that Laud 
did not believe in the doctrihe of the Eucharistic sacrifice. 

But we deny that all these things taken together, and made 
as strong as Mr. Kenrick pleases, prove that the Church of 
England, in the reign of Edward VI. did not believe in the 
Eucharistic sacrifice. The Scottish Church, it is well known, 
does hold it. The American Church, has in her liturgy, 
expressions which it is not easy to make mean anything else. 
And if the venerable name of White, be opposed to the 
plain words of the Communion Service, we can meet it with 

20 
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the equally venerable name of Seabu]7.-^See his *« DisconiBe 
of the Holy £ncharist." — Sermons, Discourse vi. vol. i. p. 
163, et.seq. Edit. New York, 1793. 

Still all this is digression; neither the ScQttish nor the 
American Church, neither Archbishop Laud, nor Bishop 
White, nor Bishop Seabury, have any thing to do with 
the question. That relates to the Church of England at 
the time of *^ the adoption of the ordinal of Etlward VI," 
Mr. Eenrick, page 163, uses as an argument to prove that the 
Church of England does not hold the doctrine of the Eucha- 
ristic sacrifice, the title which she gives to her present office 
of *^ The order for the administration of the Lord's Supper 
or Holy Communion ;" as if in the title to the office, it were 
necessary to set out all the doctrine of the sacrament. But 
at the time of the publication of the ordinal, the title was 
** The Supper of the Loan and the Holy Communion, com- 
commonly called the Mass." — CardweU, p. 266. And in 
the prayer of consecration, the priest used these words, 
**we, Thy humble servants, do celebrate and make here 
before Thy Divine Majesty, with these Thy holy gifts, the 
memorial which Thy Sow hath willed us to make^-*' — Card- 
welly p, 298. And a little after, ** And although we be un- 
worthy (through our manifold sins,) to offer unto Thee any 
sacrifice, yet we beseech Thee to accept this our bounden 
duty and service.'' — CardweU, p. 299. And the words 
** priest" and ** altar" are continually used through the 
whole service. This first Communion Service continued in 
force until 1552, and the ordinal was established in 1549 or 
1550. 

But it is even immaterial what the Church of England 
held upon the subject, for our author tells us: 

"It is a settled principle with Catholicii, that no error about the 
nature or efficacy of a sacrament, no positive disbelidf of its Divine 
institution, or any other personal unworthiness on the part of him who 
administers it, can deprive such a sacrament of its effect, — ^provided 
sufficient matter, valid form, and the due intention, concur in its admin- 
ittration."-^p. 175. 
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But then we are immediately told : 

" But if the matter be omitted or curtailed of any essential part, — if 
the form be vitiated, or if ambiguity be introduced for the purpose of 
introducing error, it is no longer a valid means of producing sacramental 
effects. Now, it is beyond all controversy, that the form of priestly ordi- 
dation was changed under Edward and couched in the vague manner 
above explained, for the purpose of introducing the error, that the 
Eucliarist is no sacrifice,— 'that presbytCTS were not priestS'-sacerdotet 
— in the proper signification of tbe term, — and that the doctrines which 
had for so many ages prevailed in the English Church, on these subjects 
were blasphemous fables." — pp, 175, 176. 

The first sentence of the last quotation shews great 
skiU. 

The first and last members contain an undeniable truth, 
which has nothing to do with the question ; that ** if the 
matter be omitted or curtailed of any essential part," — ** it 
is no longer a valid means of producing sacramental effects." 
But between these two members there is another, in which 
considerable *' ambiguity is introduced." ''If the form be 
Titiated ;" we suppose that means, if it be so altered as to 
render it invalid ; the sacrament is invalid. Doubtless ; it is 
an identical proposition, and in connexion with the word 
"vitiated," the words " for the purpose of introducing error," 
are mere surplusage. But this proposition is coupled with 
the other about ambiguity, that the false may be swallowed 
with the true. The mere ambiguity will not suffice to in- 
validate the sacrament, unless it be so great as to render the 
form unintelligible, — ^l^en the object of introducing it will 
be of no consequence. But to assert that an ambiguity, 
which will not of itself vitiate the form, will do so because it 
is introduced to introduce error, is to contradict the Catholic 
principle laid down in the first quotation. 

But we deny his undeniable proposition. We deny that 
there is any ambiguity in the form of the English ordinal. 
We hare pr4>ved that if the fonii mean the words uttered 
during the imposition of hands, the English form is less 
wnbiguous than the Komish. But if the form be as Mr* 
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Kenrick, p, 181, says it is, undiscoverable, then in the whole 
office there is the greatest possible clearness, and nobody 
can prove that the very clearest parts are not the form. We 
deny that the alterations were made for the purpose he 
alleges,— -we have shown that the Church of England then 
regarded the Eucharist as a sacrifice, — ^we believe she does so 
still, although she now speaks in a less decided tone than of 
old. We deny that presbyters were not regarded as priests, 
^sacerdotes, — for in the Latin articles, of equal authority 
With the English, they are so called. We do not deny that 
the Church of England held *^ the sacrifice of Masses, io 
which it was commonly said, that the priest did ofifer Christ 
for the quick and the dead to have remission of pain or 
guik, were blasphemous fables and dangerous deceits." — Art. 
30. But we deny that that was an error, and we deny that 
the alterations in the ordinal had any connexion with that 
doctrine. And now, in conclusion, we will ask Mr. Ken- 
rick a few question^. Is or is not the sacrifice, in whatever 
sense that word may import a true doctrine, an essential 
part of the Eucharist ? We know that he must say Yes. 
Can, then, any person be a^dispenser of the holy sacraments, 
unless he have power to offer sacrifice? Can any person 
minister the holy sacraments, without the power of ofifering 
sacrifice ? If he cannot, do not the words of the ordinal of 
Edward, page 416, convey the power of sacrifice? Mr. 
Kenrick will probably answer. No ; but truth and logic will 
answer. Yes. 
The words to which we allude are these : » 

" Receive the Holt Ghost : whose sins thou dost forgive, they aie 
forgiven ; and whose sins thou dost retain, they are retained. And 
be thou a faithful dispenser of the Word of God, and of His 
Sacraments ; in the nanae of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holt Ohqst. Amen.'' 

" Take thou authority to preach the Word of God, and to minister the 
holy aacraments, in the congregatioo, where thoushalt be so appointed." 
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NOTE A. 

ON THE CONFIRMATION OF THE ENGLISH ORDINATIONS 
BY CARDINAL POLE AND PAUL lY. 

In support of the assertion, that the opinion of the Romish bishops, in 
Queen Mary's time, was by no means certain, we offer the following evi- 
denoe :— " Their next reason to prove the nullity of our holy orders, is 
taken from * the constant practice of the Roman Catholics to re-ordain 
Protestant ministers, not conditionally but absolutely/ which they call 
'an evident argument of our mere laity.' A doughy argument indeed, 
drawn from their own authority. Can any man doubt, that they which 
make no scruple of taking away our lives, will make conscience of tak- 
ing away our orders 1 This is that which we accuse them of and they 
do fairly beg the question. If re-ordination be sacrilege, (as they say 
it is,) we are ready to convince them of gross sacrilege, or iterating all 
the essentials of ordination, the same matter and the same form, (that 
is for Episcopacy, the same imposition of hands by three bishops, and 
the same words, ' Receive the Holt Ghost,' &c.) Some were of the 
same mind with these father's in Queen Mary's time: but Paul the 
Fourth and Cardinal Pole were wiser, who confirmed all ordinations in 
Olward the Sixth's time indifferently, so the persons professed but their 
conformity to the Roman religion."— -^j>. BratnhalVM Works , N. E» 
90l. in. pp.lUy 115, 116. 

To this passage Mr. Haddan appends the following valuable note : 
** Re-ordination of Anglican clergymen has undoubtedly been the un- 
varying practice of the Roman Churches since the year 1704, when the 
rule was so determined by Clement XI. in the case of one John Gordon, 
some time Bishop (not of Glasgow, but) of Gralloway, (see Keith, Hist. 
.Catal. of Scottish Bps. p. 284, ed. Russell,) and then a convert to the 
Romish Church, who upon his petition (setting forth the Nag's-head 
story, and xhe alleged invalidity of Edw. VI«*s ordinal) was re-ordained 
* ad omnes ordines,' (Le Quien, Null, des Ordin. Angl. torn. ii. pp.313i 
&c. and Pr. Just. num. v. Elrington^pp. 145 — 152,,)— Gordon's own ap- 
plication, followed by what professed (althoii^h with very little ground) 
to be a formal examination of the question, proves that it had not been 
the invariable practice before that time^" See the document, Pottf Ap- 
pendix, No. xlvi. Mr. Haddan's note goes' on,, without closing the sen- 
tence : " and this view is confirmed by the facts.. First, in the beginning 
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of Queen Maiy't veigD, tha exicting clergy, by whatever ordinal or- 
dained, were confirmed in their orderSf a distmction which did not 
amount to re-ordituUion, being taken by Boner, in compliance with. 
Queen Maiy's direcdons,, be^wreon these ordakied'by the old and tboee 
ordained by the new ifmn, and no dietincHon at all by Cardinal Pole. 
This is proved — 1. by xlbo adqnission of Sanders, De Schism* Angl. lib* 
ii. pp. 293, 306 '^ 2. by Boner's rehabilitation of $cory, [see Poti, Ap-. 
pend, No. xlv.] in July, 1554 ; 3. by Art. 15 of a ' Letter with Arti- 
cles* sent by Queen Mary to Boner, March 4, 1553^-4 ; directing with 
reference to * such persons as were heretofore promoted to any orders, 
after the new wxtt and fashion of orders, considering they were not or-, 
dered in very deed^ that ' the bishc^ of the diocese' . . . ' may supply that 
thing which was wanting in them before, and then, according to his dia-. 
cretion, admit them to minister V compare with Art. 39 of Boner's Visi- 
tation Articles in 1554, which directs enquiry, *■ whether any such as were 
^ ordered schiamatically and contrary to the old order and custom of the 
Catholic Church, . . bein^ not yet reconciled nor admitted by the or- 
dinary, have celebrated or said mass,' &>c. (apud Burnet, Ft. II, bk. ii. 
nuum. 10, 15;) 4. by the Breve of Jujius III. to Cardinal Pole, March 8, 

1554, compared with the commissions issued accordingly to the Chapter 
of Canterbury, and to the several bishops, wherein they are authorised 
to confirm all clergy m ^eir respective orders, etiam ah htpreticis et 
tchiamMticis Episeopitf etiam minus ritCf dummodo in eorumt (ordi- 
num) ' collatione EccleeuB forma et intentio sit servata, per eos sus-. 
ceptis, and with the fact that no record whatever of re-ordination at this 
time remains in the Registers hitherto searched for that purpose — ^viz. 

y those of the (principal) sees of Canterbury, London, and Norwich, (Tan- 
ner ap. Courayer, Def. de la Diss. liv. iv. c. 9.) On the other hand, in 

1555, when Ridley was degraded, his Episcopal orders were not recogni- 
sed, and by one of the commissioners (Brooks, Bp. of Gloucester) were 
denied, although another (White, Bp. of Lincoln) acknowledged him to 

,^ have been consecrated by the old ordinaI,T-and Cardinal Pole's com- 
mission, incluiding both Latimer and him under the description of ' pre- 
tenced bishops,' directed the degradation of both as bishops f (Foxe« 
Acts and Monuments^ vol. ii. pp. 416, 417, 427. Farrer, Bp. of St. 
David's, in the same year, (Foxe, ibid, p. 178, — consecrated Sept. 9, 
1548, by the old ordinal,) and Hooper of Gloucester, in 1554, (Foxe, 
ibid, p. 125; — consecrated by the new ordinal, March 8, 1550 — 1,) 
were likewise degraded from priests' orders only ; and Taylor of Lin- 
coln, in 1553, (consecrated by the new ordinal, June 6, 1552,^ was dis- 
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placed from lif» fee on the ground of the 'nulUly of hie oonseeracioii/ 
(CoUier, Ch. Hiit. vol. ii. p. 365.) Seoondly, aftBt the dmB of Qtt. 
Maiy, anii subeeqaently to the alleged coiifleeratioo at the Nagli'heedt 
among inataiicea of reKxdination, whether at the party's, own reqiieit, 
(aa in the case of Uaidingi!— Detection, &e. ibl. 330y b,) or not^ (see 
Le Qnien, torn, ii* pp. 306, &c») and with a very gpoenl denial of Eng- 
lish orders by English Romanists ; there occw on the other side,— 1. 
the offer of Fius V. to adEnoitledge the £ngl. ' Litoigy,' (which would 
include the ordinal;) see abore^ Replic* &c, c. iii. sect* 6, vol* ii. p. 85, 
note i ; Twysden, Hist. Vindic., e. ix; and other amhorities quoted by 
Coqray., Def. de la Diss., liv. ▼. e. 3;—^. The case of Dr. Carrier, on 
whose application to the Pope, in 1613, an ofiisr of reconciliation was 
allowed to be made, not involving re-ocdinadon ; see Caciier's Letter to / 
Jig, Janaes, $ 46, p. 51, ed. 1649, quoted by Courayerj. ibid, and ano* 
ther letter of Carr>er*s to the Abp. of Cantesbury, in Dodd, Ch. Hist, 
vol. ii. p. 517, Pt. v. bk. iii. art. 7 ; — 3. The case of Dr. Gough, in the 
time oiibe rebellion, whose (English) orders were acknowledged by the 
^orbonne, altboi^h denied by the Pope ; see Frideanx, Valid, of Orders 
of Ch. of England, p. 78, — Le Quien, tom. ii* pp. 316, 317 ; 4. The 
fMtthority of Cudsemius (De Deeper. Calvin, Causa Tract., c. zi. p. 
122, Mogunt. 1609,) and of Bossuet and others, in 1690^ and 1699, (ap. 
Courayer, Dissert., Pr. Just. art. i. and Def. de la Diss.,. Pr. Just. art. 
i.) affiraung iA general the validity of Engl, orders; and. of S* Clara in 
1634, (Expos. Paraph. Artie, art 36,) and Walsh (Hist, of Irish 
Remonstr., Advert^ p. xlii. n. 13, in 1674; and Letters, to- Persons of 
Quali^, &c., Pi«f. pp. 26—30, $ 6 in 1686^) affirming the validity o£ 
the English ordinal.** 

On the sujbject of the ratification ^ English orders by Cardinal Pole 
and Paul the Fourths we make the following extract from the \fixt of 
Bramhall : 

" IQing Edward's form of ordination was judged valid in Queen 
Mary*^ days by all Catholics, and particularly by Cardinal Pole, then 
Apostolical legate in England, a^d by the then Pope Paul the Fourth, 
and by all the dergy and parliament of Eogland. The cas^ was diiis : , 

'' In the act for repealing all statutes made against the see of Rome in 
the first and second yeacs of Philip and Mary, the Lords spiritual and 
temporal in parliament assembled, representing the whole body of the 
realm of Eogland, presented, their common request to the King and 
Queen, that they would be a means to the legate to obtain some settle- 
ments by authority of the Pope's Holiness, for peace' sake in spme arti? 



830 TfiB ORDINAL OP EDWARD Tl. 

oIm, wbtraof this it one ; ' that imtitotioiif of benefices and other pn^ 
nodoiit eodenastica], and dispensations made according to the form of 
the act of pariiament might be oonfinned.' Institutions codd not be 
ooofirmed, except ordinations were confirmed; for the greatest part of 
die English deigy had received both their benefices and their holy et^ 
dets after the casting out of the Pope's nsurped authority out of Eng- 
land ; and both benefices and holy orders are comprehended nnder the 
name of < ecclesiastical promotions.' This will appear much more 
clearly by the very words of the Cardinal's dispensation ^— '^6 omnes 
y^ eeele$iaiHea9 •eeularet 9€u quorumvi$ ordinum regularet penoruu^, 
qtUB aUqtuf impetroHoneMt ditpensationetf coneeBMtones, groHat et 
induUa, tarn ordine* quam henefieia EceUHctsHcaj »eu aUa* spiritu^ 
mle§ materioi, praten^a avthoritate ntprenntatit EeeletUB AngUea-^ 
fuB, lieel nuiUter et de facto obHnuerintf et ad cor reverga EeeUnm 
wnUaH re$Htut4B fuerint, in iuu ordinibus et beneJleHt, per not 
iptot ten « nohi» ad id deputatat miterieorditer recipiemut, proui 
jam mmlta reeepUe fueruntf teevmque tvperhit opportune inDomvo 
ddipeniabimus,*-^* And we will graciously receive (or entertain) by ow> 
selves or by others deputed by us for that purpose, (as many have al- 
ready been received,) in their ordxks and in their benefices, all ecclesi- 
astical persons, as well secular as regular, of whatsoever orders, which 
have obtained any suits, dispensations, grants, graces, and indulgences, 
as well in their ecclesiastical orders, as benefices and spiritual matters,, 
by the pretended authority of the supremacy of the Church of England,, 
though inefl^toally and only de factOf so they be penitent, and be re- 
tomed to the unity of the Church ; and we will in due season dispense 
with them in the Lord for these things.' 

** Here we see evidently, that upon the request of the Lord^ Spiritual 
and Temporal, and Commons being the representative body of the 
Church and kingdom of England, by the intercession of the King and 
Queen, the Pope's legate did receive all persons, which had been oi^ 
dained or beneficed, ehher in the time of Ring Henry or King Edward; 
in their respective orders and benefices, which they were actually pos- 
sessed of at the time of the making of this dispensation or confirmation, 
without any exception or condition, but only this, that they were retunn 
ed to the U)iity of the Catholic Church. Neither was there ever any 
one of ^m who were then returned, either deprived of their bounces 
or compelled to be re-ordained. From whence I argue thus ;— either 
King Henry the Eighth's bishops and priests, and likewise the bishopa 
and pi^iesU erdahied m King Edward' tiie SIxth'k time,.had afi the 
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tials of Epiacopal and priestly ordioationy which wen required by the in- 
stitution of Chiust ; and then they ought not to be re-ordained, then (in 
the judgment of these fathers themselvei») it is a grievous sacrilege to 
re<Hrdain them ; or tlwy wanted some essential <^ their cespectiye ordi- 
nations, which was required by the institution of Christ ; and then it 
was not in the power of all the popes and legates tliat erer were in the 
world, to confirm their respective orders, or dispense with them to exe- 
cute their functions in the Church. But the legate djd dispense with 
them to hold their orders, and exercise their several functions in the 
Church, and the Pope did confirm diat dispensation. This doth clearly 
destroy all the pretensions of the Romanists against the validity of our 
orders. 

** It may perhaps be objected, that the dispensative word is 'recipie- 
mus,'— ' we will receive,* not we do receive. I answer the case is all 
one ; if it were unlawful to receive them in the present, it was as unlavirful 
to receive diem in the future. All that was done after, was to take a ' 
particular absolution or confirmation from the Pope or his legate, which 
many of the principal clergy did, but not all ; no, not all the bishops, not 
the Bishop of Llandaff, as Sanders witnesseth, [Sanders, De Schism. 
Anglic, lib. ii. p. 305. p. 307, ed. 1610,] yet he enjoyed his bishopric ; 
so did all the rest of the clergy, who never had any particular confirma- 
tion. It is not material at all, whether they were confirmed by a gene- 
ral or by a special dispensationv so they were confirmed or dispensed 
with at all, to hold all their benefices, and to exercise their respective 
functions in the Church, which no man can deny. 

" Secondly, it may be objected, that it is said in the dispensation, 
* Licet mdliter et de fcieto obtinueritW'^* Although they had obtained' 
their benefices and promotion ' inefiectually and only in fact,' without 
right, which doth intimate that their orders were void and null, before 
they had obtained this dispensation. I answer, that he styled them void 
and null, not absolutely but respectively ; ' quoad exercitiumy because by 
the Roman law they might not be lawfully exercised without a dispen- 
sation ; but not * quoad eharaeterem* — * as to the character.' If they had 
wanted any thing necessary to the imprinting of the character, or any 
thing essentially the institution of Christ, the Pope*s dispensation and 
confirmation had been but like a seal put to a blank piece of paper. 
And so the Cardinal's dispensation in. general, and particularly for bene- 
fices and ecclesiastical promotions, dispensations^ and graees,. given by 
such order as the laws of the realm allowed and prescribed in King 
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Heniy's time and King Edward's time, was then and there ratified by 
act of parliament. 

'^ Lastly, that this dispensation was^ afterwards, confirmed, by the 
Pope, I prove by Uie coofessicm of Sanders himself, though a malicioas 
enemy.-—' He,' (that is Cardinal Pole, in a publiS instrument set forth in 
the name and by the authority of the Pope) ' confirmed all bishops 
which had' been made in the former schism, so they were Catholic in 
their judgment of religion, and the six new bishoprics which King Henry 
had erected in the time of the schism. And this writing being affixed to 
the statute, was published with the rest of the decrees of that parlia- 
ment, and their minds were pacified. AJl which things were established 
\J and confirmed afterwards by the letters of Pope Paul the Fourth.* " — 
Works f N, E, vol, iiu pp. 60, 61, 62, 63. For the last quotation from 
Sanders, see " De Schism, &c. lib. ii. p. 380, p. 306, ed. 1610.— See 
also the powers received by Pole from Julius III. and the conmiission 
accordingly issued by him, Burnet, Hist, of Reform., Records to Pt. i. 
bk. V. numm. 17, 33." — Ibid, p, 63, note A. 



ESSAY X. 

MISSION. 

We have now passed through the examination of the ques- 
tions stated by Mr. Kenrick, in the beginning of his book, 
as those upon which the validity of our orders depends. 
There is, however, another objection; not exactly to the 
validity of our orders, but to the right of our clergy to exer- 
cise them ; which otlier Romanist writers are in the habit 
of urging. They allege that the Anglican clergy have no 
mission. By this, they mean that they have no right to 
execute their office in the places for which they are ordained ; 
and consequently, no right to execute them any where. 
Hooker has stated the distinction with equal force and brevity, 
in these words ; ** there are but two main things, observed in 
every ecclesiastical function, pou^^r to exercise the duty itself, 
and some charge of people whereon to exercise the same." J5. P, 
VILxvo. 10. Kehle^voL iii.p, 229. Oxf. voL iup, 174, N. IT,* 

* Field gives a fuller, and therefore better uecovaat of the distinction be- 
tween Orders and Mission ; which he calls Jurisdiction, in these words : 
** The schoolmen note that there is a two-fold power found in the minis- 
ters of the Chnrdi of God,— -the one of Order, the other of Jurisdiction. 
The power of Otder is that, whemby they are sanctified and enabled to 
the performance of such sacraments as other men neither may nor can 
do, as is the preachii^ of the word and the ministration of the holy Sa- 
craments. This power is to be exercised orderly, and the acts of it to 
be performed in such sort that theydistoib not one another. Where- 
upon the Apostles, the first ministers of Christ Jesus, though equal in 
the power of Order and Jurisdiction, yet for the better and more orderly 
despatch of the great work of converting the world, which they had in 
hand, and that they might not hinder one another, divided among them- 
selves the parts and provinces of the world ; but when for the assisting of 
them while they lived, and succeeding them dying, they were to pass 
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The " power to exercise the daty itself," is what Hooker 
calls the ** power of order," and other writers, ** orders," " or- 
dination,** *' succession." The right to ^* exercise the same" 
over ** some charge of people," is cBXkedmission or jurisdiction. 
The Bishop of Aberdeen is a validly ordained bishop-— has 
succession from the Apostles, and in his own diocese, mis- 
sion, or jurisdiction, — ^but he has no mission or jurisdiction 

over part of tiieir power to odiers, tb^ so gBve authority to such as they 
made choice of for this work, to preach, baptise, and do other acts of 
saared ministry, (which are to be performed by yirtne of the power a£ 
order,) that before they invested them with that power, they divided the 
parts of the world converted to Christianity into several Churches, and 
when they ordained them, assigned each of them to that particular 
Church wherein he should preach and minister -Sacraments. So that 
these Successors of the Apostles had not illimited [^unlimited'] commis- 
sion, but were confined within certain bounds ; that they were not to 
preach nor minister Sacraments, but only within the limits and compass 
of those places which were assigned unto them, unless it were with the 
consent, desire, and liking of odiers willing to draw them at some tim^ 
for special causes, to perform such sacred acts within the limits and 
bounds of their charge. 

" This assigning to men, having the power of order, the persons to 
whom they were to minister holy things, and c£ whom they were to take 
the care, and the subjecting of such persons unto them gave them the 
power of Jurisdiction, which they had not before. 

'' And thus was the use of the power of Order, which is not included 
within any certain bounds, limited in those the Apostles ordained, and 
their power of Jurisdiction included within certain bonnds: so that the 
one of these kinds of power they have not at all, without the extent of 
their own limits, nor the lawful use of the other. Hence is that reeolu- 
ticNi of the divines, that if a bishop adventure to do any act of Juris^c* 
tion out of his own diocese,— «s to excommunicafe, afasohre, or the like, 
all such acts are utterly void, and of no force; but if he shall do any act 
of the powor of Order in another man's charge, a» preach or minister 
Sacraments ; though he cannot be excused as not offending, if he do t^iese 
things without his consent, yet are the Sacraments, thus ministered truly 
Sacraments, and of foroe*'*— i^eU, Cf the Ckurchr Book v. cA* 27, 
Londouf 1610. 
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in Marfkmd. This distinetion is thus illustrated bjr Mr. 
Pafaner of Worcester college, one of the living ornaments 
of the Church. 

*' It certainly is essential that the true ministers of Gon 
should be able to prove that they have not only the power^ 
but the right, of performing sacred offices. There is an evi* 
d^t difference between these things, as may seen by the 
following cases.— If a regularly ordained priest should cele* 
brate the Eucharist in the church of another, contrary to 
the will of that person and of the bishop, he would have the 
power of consecrating the Eucharist, it actually would \m 
consecrated, but he would not have the right of consecration: 
or in other words, he would not have miasion for that act. 
If a bishop should enter l^e diocese of another bishop, and 
contrary to his will, ordun one of his deacons to the priest- 
hood, the intruding bishop would have the power, but not 
the right, of ordaining,— he would have no mission for such 
an act."— ^n^ of Engl. Ritual^ vol. it. p. 247, Oxford, 1839. 

That is to say, the want of mission does not invalidate an 
act. The case of a bishop or clergyman performing an aet 
for which he has no mission, is like any other case, in which 
an agent, acting within the scope of his authority, violates 
the instructions of his principal. The act which he does is 
vatid, but irregular,— ^n non debet, factum valet. Thus, in 
the case last supposed by Mr. Palmer, the deacon would be 
orduned ; just as in the first, the Eucharist would be conse- 
crated. He who had been a deacon would be a priest; but a 
priest without mission. He would have no mission in his pro- 
per diocese, because the ordaining bishop had none to give 
him— none in the diocese of his ordainer, because he had de« 
signed to give him none, and because he, not having been per- 
mitted by his former bishop to change his diocese, could not, 
without schism, accept it. But if the bishop of the diocese 
should, by institution, license, or Miy other official act, re- 
cognise the new pnest as a priest of his diocese, he would* 
acquire mission,— «o if he weife, by letters dimissory, to 
21 
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dismiss him, as a priest, to the diocese of the intniding ot* 
dainer, or of any other bishop, who received him, he would 
have mission in his new diocese. *' Should the ordination 
be yaUd, and yet uncanonical,'* says Mr. Palmer, *' mission 
does not take effect until the suspension imposed by the 
canons on the person ordained, is in some lawful manner 
remoTed.''*-Jl. E. R. ii, 248. These principles are fully 
admitted by the Romanists, in their conduct towards the 
ecclesiastics of the Eastern Churches, which they regard as 
schismatical ; but still consider their clergy, though without 
mission, as clergy, requiring no new ordination, and acquir- 
ing mission the moment they are reconciled to the pope. 
Let us pursue the case put by Mr. Palmer a little farther. 
His newly ordained priest has no mission, no right to conse- 
crate the Eucharist any where ; but still, if he does conse- 
crate it, it is consecrated, just as much as the Eucharist in 
Mr. Palmer's first case. That was consecrated by a man 
who had no mission for the particular act. This by a man 
who has no mbsion for any act. But as to the particular act, 
this can make no difference. Again, suppose several bishops 
were to unite and consecrate this missionless priest a bishop, 
without assigning him a diocese, or assigning him one which 
was full, or which they had no canonical right to fill. He would 
be a validly ordained bishop, but he would have no mission. 
Suppose him to ordain deacons and priests, — they would be 
validly ordained, notwithstanding his want of mission in 
general; just as he was validly ordained, notwithstanding 
the want of mission, in the particular case, of his ordainers. 
But they would have no mission ; because he had none to 
give them. So if he were to join with other bishops, simi- 
larly situated, in the consecration of a new bishop, such new 
bishop would be validly consecrated, although without mis- 
sion. These principles are also acceded to by the Koman- 
ists, when they acknowledge, as Mr. Kenrick tells us they 
do: *Hhe validity«pf the ordinations of the Greek schismati- 
eal Church, because conferred by persons, who themselves 
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had been ordained, and who in conferring orders, preRerve 
the ancient form of ordination." p. 157. Yet if the Geeek 
Church be what it is here called, and what all consistent 
Romanists believe it to be, *^ schismatical/* its bishops and 
clergy have no mission. Chaloner, a Komish writer, already 
quoted tells us that : 

" As to the most essential branch of Apostolical tueeettion^ viz : that 
of mitHony or eommiasion, and authority f given by Christ to Hit 
Apostles, and derived in an uninterrupted channel from them, for preach- 
ing the word, administering the sacraments, &c.,— ^t is what all secta- 
ries (evMi supposing they had holy orders amongst them,) have most 
certainly forfeited, from the moment they separated themselves from the 
great body of Christians, which descends in one communion from the 
Apostles; with which alone the Apostles deposited their commission; 
and whose pastors alone are the undoubted heirs of the Apostles. For 
what claim can sectaries have to any mtmon, or Spiritual power, de- 
rived from the Apostles, through the channel of the Church, who at their 
yery first setting out, broke off from this channel, that is, from the com* 
munion of the same Church, to which they pretend to appeal for their 
commission and succession, and were excommunicated by her chief pas- 
tan.*^'^€h-atmds of Old Religion,, p, 168. 

We quote this passage, to shew what the Komish doctrine 
is on the subject of schismatical ordinations, and that it 
agrees with the true Catholic doctrine in the substance ; al- 
though the assertion of the papal supremacy very much mo- 
difies it in the application. The Catholic doctrine is thus 
stated by Mr. Palmer, with much force and clearness : 

" In fact, mission fails in all schismatical, heretical, and uncanonical 
acts, because God cannot have given any man a right to act in opposi- 
tion to those laws, which He Himself has enacted, or to those which the 
Apostles and their successors have instituted, for the orderly andpeacea* 
ble regulation of the Church ; He is not the author of confusion, but of 
peace, as in all the churches of the saints ; and yet, were He to com- 
mission His ministers to exercise their offices in whatever places and 
circumstances they pleased, confusion and division without end must be 
ihe ineritable result.*'— ^n<. of Engl. Rilualf vol. ». p. 248. 

Mission is conferred, according to Mr. Palmer, by valid 
ordination. It is never possessed before ordination* and 
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therefore cannot be conferred bj any previoiu act. Tht 
" confirmation'* of the pope always |»r€-8uppose8 ** ordeis." 
It is to take effect when orders shall have been> given — ^i. e. 
when it is given .in a bnll before ordinatien as is some- 
times, but not always, the case. It may, however, perhaps 
be said, that it is only conferred by ordination or consecration, 
performed with the assent of the pope. This doctrine, as 
well as the other, would bring the qnesdon exactly to that 
stated by Jewel, in a passage already quoted ; *' The matter 
which lieth between ns is this ; Whether through the whole 
Church of Ch&ist, no man may be allowed for, a bishop 
without the confirmation of the pope." But we may be asked, 
if mission be conferred by valid, ordination, how is it that 
it does not always co-exist with orders? This question 
will be answered by attending to the nature of mission. 
It is a jurisdiction or right to exercise the authority which 
Hooker calls the ** power of order'* upon *^ some charge of 
people." Hence it follows, that if the consecrators of a 
bishop assign him no charge, or a charge which they have 
no right to assign him, he acquires no mission until he 
canonically acquires a charge. There may be several rea- 
sons why the consecrating bishops may have no right to 
assign to the new bishop a particular charge ; it may be fuU 
of a bishop,^!-it may, although vacant, be one that they 
have no right to fill,— the new bishop may, by schism or 
other causes, be disqualified from accepting it. Where none 
of 1;hes^ impediments exist, passion takes place immediately 
upon consecrati^. The i^oip^ajiists contend that no bishop 
but the pope has the right of filHng vacant sees, at least in 
England and America, and consequently that our bishops 
upon our oi^rn principles, want mission ; because consecrated 
by bishops who have no right to fill the vacant sees,— and 
also, because our bishops elect, rejecting the supremacy of 
^e pope aiid the creed of Pius lY. are schmatics and her- 
eticS) and so incapable of receiving mission. Such are the 
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qnesdons between the Romanists and us, on the subject of 
mission. 

Having stated the points which are disputed between the 
Romanists and us, connected with the doctrine of mission, 
we shall not discuss them in the abstract, but proceed to the 
enquiry, whether the bishops of the English and American 
Churches have mission.' In the progress of this enquiry, 
it will, of course, be necessary to settle the disputed ques- 
tions. 

We enquire, then, whether the bishops of the Anglican 
Church have mission. At the very outset of our inquiry, 
we meet certain undisputed facts, which we must carry with 
us through the discussion. It is certain that at some former 
period, say in the reign of Henry VIII., there were bishops 
in England who had both orders and mission. Who are 
their successors? The Anglican bishops are possessed of 
their sees, and can prove, as we have shewn, that they derive 
their orders from them. They claim to be their successors, 
to succeed them in their mission. It is remarkable, that 
they are the only persons who make that claim. The bish- 
ops in communion with the Church of Rome, who reside in 
England, not only are not, but do not pretend to be, the 
successors of the ancient English bishops. They trace 
their orders through other channels. They are not only 
not in possession of the ancient English sees, but they do 
not claim them ; they do not even bear their titles. They 
are consecrated for sees in other parts of the world remote 
from England, where only Ihey have mission. The juris*" 
diction which they exercise in England is not in their own 
right, but as vicars or delegates of the Pope. It is fmtnded 
on one of two suppositions, or perhaps on both : that the 
pope is the universal bishop, and may supersede all others 
in their own dioceses, or that the English sees are vacant. 
If the latter proposition be tru^. Why are not they filled ? 
Why must the Bishop of Melipotamus leave his own diocese, 
to exercise the functions of a bishop of Litchfield, or any 
27* 
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other English diocese ? If the first snppositioa is the tme 
one, why are there any bishops at all ? Why did not the 
ancient popes sweep from their path all opposition, by send- 
ing yicars. apostolic into the sees in which it arose? Why, 
for instance, did, Stephen not put a^ end ta the opposition of 
Saint Cyprian, by sending a idcar apostolic to Carthage ? 
The truth is, that either the Anglican bishops haye mis- 
sion, or nobody h^s mission in England. Have they then 
mission ? 

We have shewn that they have orders derived from the 
ancient occupants of their sees. We l^ave shewn, that Par- 
ker had valid consecration* Why then l^d he not mission? 
Mission is conveyed by valid consecration, according to the 
Catholic doctrine, except where a canonical impediment in- 
tervenes. The canonical impediments are chiefly three; — 
that the see. i& full ; that the consecrators had no right to fill 
it, being vacant; that the bishop elect was a schisQxatic or 
heretic, and so incapable of mission. 

In this case, the first impediment does not arise ; the see 
of Canterbury was vacant. Ail the persons who had ever 
$lled or claimed it, whether rightfully or wrongfully, were 
dead. l!ke Etomanists say that Parker was a heretic, and 
so incapable of orders. This is to merge tl^e particular 
question into the general controversy. It ia sufficient to say, 
that Parker was not a heretic., that he held the Nicene creed, 
that his diil'erences with tbie. Church of Rome, whether he 
lyere right or wrong, did not amount to heresy* That he is 
not to be, presumed a heretic, and cannot; be,prpved to be one, 
without shewing in what his heresies consist. This cannot 
be done, without going pver the whole, ground pf the coi^tro- 
xersy which we think at present unnecessary. If we shew 
tiiat Parker had mission unless he were a heretic, we shew 
that he had mission^ until he is proved an heretic, which we 
think cannot be done. At any rate, it is reasonipg in a cir- 
cle, for our adversaries to contend that he had no mission, 
because he was a heretic, and use his want of mission to 
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proTe his heresy. If the doctrines of the Chttrch of Eng- 
land can be shewn to be heretical, it will be of little of con- 
sequence whether she has mision or not, she must abandon 
them. Till that is shewn, it is vain to allege it as a ground 
to iMTQiie ber want of mission. 

Parker's alleged schism consisted in his revolt from the 
authority of the pope ; and the want of right in his ordainers 
to fill the vacant see oi Canterbury, arose trom the fact that 
the pope had that right. All the objections to Parker's mis- 
sion, t^en, so far as it is necessary for us to consider them, 
resolve themselves into thfi question of the pope's authority. 
The ^ooaanists say that Parker was a schismatic, and that 
his ordainers had no righi( to fill the vacant see of Cftntev- 
bury ; because the pope had ecclesiastical authority in Eng- 
land, either as the Vicar of JES;n» Qhilist, or as the head of 
the patjriarchate in wfa^ch England is situated. Such are 
their principles ; but they take, also, a third ground, in the 
nature of an argumentum ad hominem^ that upon our own 
principle, that the ordination of the Archbishop of Canter- 
bury bc^oQgs to the bishops of the province, P^urker was not 
consecrated by those bishops. We shiedl attend t» eaeb of 
these questions in its turn. 

The authority of the pope to consecrate the Archbishop 
of Canterbury^ or to. authorise his consecration, has of late 
been rested upon hh alt eged superiority over the Archbishop, 
as patriarch of the Roman patriai'chate, within which it has 
been contended that England liess In the days of Parker, 
however, it was rested upon the primacy of the pope, as the 
9^ccessor of St. Peter. It is on this view that it must be 
first considered. Had St. Peter any such primacy as ren- 
dered l\is authority necessary for the consecration of all bish- 
ops? This question seems to be conclusively answered by 
the silence of tl^e New Testament. There is no instance on 
record of any connexion of St. Peter with the ordination of 
any person but St. Matthias. The account of that event in 
the first chapter of Acts, does not represent St. Peter him- 
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self as claiming in that matter any superiority over the other 
Apostles. But if St. Peter had such a prerogative, was it 
transmitted to the bishops of Rome as his successors ? We 
pass the question, whether the Bishop of Kome be more the 
successor of St. Peter than any o&er bishop. But where is 
the evidence that St. Peter*s primacy or superiority among 
the Apostles, whatever might have been its extent, was not 
purely personal ? Which of the texts upon which the Ro- 
manists rely to prove the primacy, speaks of successors ? 
The college of Apostles have successors, — ** Lo I am with 
you always, even unto the end of the world,'*— but where is 
there an appointment, or a promise of a perpetual succession 
of primates ? Where the grant of the primacy to any parti- 
cular see, to any line of successors of St. Peter? 

That neither the Bishop of Rome, nor any other bishop, 
had any authority to confirm the election of all the bish- 
ops in the world, is sufficiently evinced by the sixth canon of 
the Council of Nice. 

** Let the ancient customs be maintained, %vhich are iji Kgypt, and 
Libya, and Pentapolis, aeoording to which the Bishop of Alexandria 
has authority over all those phuies. For this is also customary to Uie 
Bishop of Rome. In like manner in Antioch, and in the other Pro- 
vinces, the privileges are to be preserved to the- Churches* But this is 
dearly to be understood, that if any one be made a bishop without the 
consent of the metropolitan, the great synod declares that he shall not 
be a bishop. If, however, two or three bishops shall, from private con- 
tention, oppose the common choice of all the others, it being a reasonable 
one, and made according to the ecclesiastical canons, let the choice of 
the majority hold good." — TAc Definitions of Faith and Canons of 
Discipline of the Six CEcumenical Councils. Hamnumd's Transla- 
tion, 8vo. Oxford, 1843,^9. 17. New York, 12mo. p. 34. 

"We are indebted to the same work for the following ex- 
planation of this canon : 

" The object and intention of this canon seems clearly to have been, 
not to introduce any new powers or regulations into the Church, but to 
confirm and establish ancient customs already existing. This indeed is 
evident from the very first words of it: 'Let the ancient customs be 



mssioif* 249 

manrtauiBd.' It appeen to havb been nafde with particiilsr r efewnee 
to the cede of the Church of Alejumdria, which had been troabkd by tb? 
inesular proceedings of Meletiiu, and to confirm the ancient privflegea 
of the bishops of that see, which he had invaded. The latter part of it» 
however , applies to all metropolitans, and confirms all their aneient prif> 
vileges ; one of which, rizitbe rad^rin; of all matters relating to the op> 
dination of the bishops of their respectiire provinces, had been particii* 
lady noticed and confirmed by die fborth canon. The paraphrase or in- 
terpretation of Aristenus gives the dear sense of the first part of 
the canon, which is somewhat obsoorely expressed. 'Let the Bishop 
of Alexandria have the anthority over Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis; 
and the Bishop of Rome over those places which belong to Rome; and 
the Bishop of Antiodi and the others over those which belong to them 
respective^.' It may be proper to mention, that the legates of Leo^ 
the Bish(^ of Rome, at the Council of Chalcedon, in attempting to 
prevent the ratification of the twenty-eighth canon of that Council, asserted 
Aat it was contrary to this canon of the Cooncil of Nioe^ which they 
qooted as beginning thus; 'The Churoh of Rome has always had the 
primacy, therefore also Egypt has it, so that the Bishop of Alexandria 
has authority over all; for this also has been customary to the Bishop 
of Rome.' Aetius, the Arohdeacon of Constantinople, however, in re- 
plying to them, quoted the canon as it is usually read, and as it indeed 
a|^>ear8 in all the Greek copies, and in all the versions, with the excep- 
ception of an old Latin one, in which the title and the beginning of it 
are as follows: ' Of the primacy of the Roman Church, or of the bish- 
ops of other cities* It is of ancient custom that the Bishop of Rome 
should have the primacy, that he should govern the suburfoicarian district, 
(subnri)ioaria loca,) and all the province by bis own care. But as re- 
gards the parts of dgypt, that the Bishop of Alexandria should have th^ 
care of all of them,' &c. Beveridge apposes this ancient version to 
have been used at Rome, at the time of the Cooncil of Chalcedon, and 
that the Roman legates perverted it to their purpose. Certain it is that 
there are no other traces of the reading whieh they proposed." — -pp. 24, 

25, Oxf. pp. 41, 42, N. Y. 

• ♦ ' » ♦ • ' • 

" This it customary to the BikAop of Rofne,"] It is clear from this 
expression, that the privileges of jurisdiction proper to the Bishop of 
Rome, which are recognised l^ the Nicene Council, are no Taare than 
those of any other metropolitan. The extent of this jurisdiction is stated, 
in the old Latin version quoted in the preceding note, to be ' the subor- 
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bicarian districts and all the province.' It is probable that at the time of 
the Nicene Council these terms were of the same extent, and that the 
province of Rome contained only the suburlHcarian districts. The ut- 
most extent, however, that can be assigned to the word * province,' can* 
not make it reach beyond the limits of the different provinces^ which are 
stated to be subject to the most glorious Eparch of Rome, in the ancient 
account of the cities of the different provinces, which is printed by Bev- 
eiidge, amongst his Annotations on the Canons of the Council in TruUo, 
from the MS. in the Bodleian Library. According to this account tiie 
different provinces under the jurisdiction of Rome are as follows : ' The 
province under the most glorious Eparch of Rome, or of Italy. 1. 
The province of Rome called Urbicaria ; 2. the province of Campania ; 
3. the island of Sicily ; 4. the province of Calabria ; 5. the province 
called Annonaria ; 6. the province of £mia, or Emilia.' " — -pp, 25, 26, 
Oxf. p. 43, N. y. 

The canon of Nice has, however, received a more authori- 
tative exposition in the twenty-eighth canon of the Council 
of Chalcedon. 

" We, following in all things the decisions of the holy Fathers, and 
acknowledging the canon of the one hundred and fifty most religious 
bishops which has just been read, do also determine and decree the same 
things respecting the privileges of the most holy city of Constantinople, 
r^ew Rome. For the Fathers properly gave the primacy to the throne 
of the elder Rome, because that was the imperial city. And the one 
hundred and fifty most religious bishops, being moved with the same in- 
tention, gave equal privileges to the most holy throne of new Rome, judg- 
ing with reasoD, that the city which was honored with the sovereignly 
and senate, and which enjoyed equal privileges with the elder royal Rome„ 
should also be magnified like her in ecclesiastical matters, b^in^ the 
second after her. And [we also decree,]] that th^ metropolitans only 
of the Pontic, and Asian and Thracian dioceses, apd moreover, the 
bishops of the aforesaid dioceses, \vho are ainongst the barbaiciQPSf sh^Ii 
be ordained by the above-mentioned most holy throne of the most holy 
Church of Constantinople; e^ch metropolitan of tl^e aforesaid dioceses 
ordaining the Bishops of the Province, as has been dedared by the 
Divine canons ; but the metropolitans themselves of the said dioceses 
shall, as has been said, be ordained by the Bishop of Constantinople, 
the proper elections beiqg made according to custom, and reported to 
bim."-7?p. 99, 100, Oxf. p. 113, N. Y, 
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Some Romanists of late have claimed for the patriarch of 
Rome a patriarchal authority in Great Britain, and have rested 
their argument against the mission of the Anglican clergy 
upon that ground. But in truth this is a novel hypothesis ; 
all the authority which the pope exercised in England for 
many ages, he claimed not as patriarch, an office in which 
he had equals, but in his assumed character of Vicar of 
Christ. The advantage gained by thus shifting the ground 
of claim from the popedom to the patriarchate, is, in our 
judgment, very little. Soon after the Reformation, some 
claims appear to have been set up, founded on the original 
conversion of Britain, but they seem now to be given up, 
and Britain is regarded as a part of the Roman patriarchate, 
upon the ground of the mission of Augustine. Thus at 
once conceding, that at the time of the Council of Nice, 
Britain was not a part of the Roman patriarchate. This 
renders all claims to patriarchal authority uncanonical ; be^ 
cause contrary to the canon we have quoted from that 
Council. That there were bishops in Britain at the time of 
Augustine's mission, and that they did not acknowledge the 
authority of the Bishop of Rome, are historical facts, of 
which nobody has any doubt. They render the mission 
of Augustine of a somewhat doubtful character,— -but if it 
be regarded, as we think it ought, — as justified by the cir- 
cumstances of the case, it can afford no ground upon which 
to found a claim of jurisdiction. The moment such a claim 
is attempted to be founded upon it, it becomes a violation of 
the Nicene canon. The principle of that canon was not 
new in the Church. It is to be found in the thirty-fifth of the 
canons called Apostolical ; which, although not supposed to 
be the work of the Apostles, are of great; antiquity. 

" Let not a bishop dare to ordain b«yond his own limits, in cities and 
places not subject to him. But if he be convicted of doing so, without 
the consent of those persons who have authority oyer such cities and 
places, let him be deposed, and those also whom he has ordained."— 
Hammond, pp, 181, 182, 0«/. p. 191. 
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The same principle is found in the thirteenth canon of 
the Council of Antioch, a Provincial Council of the date 
346, whose acts are entitled to great respect. 

** Let no biihop dare to pats from one province toanother, and oidain 
any persons in the Cburches to the dignity of officiating, not even if he 
bring others with him, unless he has come upon a written invitation 
firom the metropolitan, and the other bishops of the country into which 
he is come. If, however, no one inviting him, he shall proceed disop> 
derly to the ordination of any persons, and to the reflation of ecclesi- 
astical matters which do not belong to him, the things which are done 
by him shall be annulled, and he himself suffer the punishment proper 
for his insubordinadon and unreasonable attempts, being deposed for^ 
with by the holy synod." — 'Hammond^ p, 160; Oxford, pp. 172, 179, 
N. Y. 

The principle was again enforced in the twenty-eighth 
canon of the General Council of Chalcedon, which we have 
already cited. And again in the eighth canon of the GBcu- 
menical Council of Ephesus. 

" The most beloved of God, and our fellow bishop Rheginus, and 
Zoio, and Euagrius, the most religious bishops of the province of Cyprus, 
who were with him, have declared unto us an innovation wluch has been 
introduced contrary to the laws of the Church, and the canons of the 
holy Facers, and which affects the liber^ of all. Wheiefine since evils 
which aflfect the community require more attention, inasmuch as tbey 
cause greater hurt; and especially, since the Bishop of Antioch has 
not so much as followed ancient custom, in performing ordination in 
Cyprus, as those most religious persons who have come to the holy synod 
have informed us, by writing and by word of mouth, we declare, that 
they who preside over the holy churches which are in Cyprus, 
shall preserve, without gainsaying or opposition, their right of perfora^ 
ing by themselves the ordinations of the most religious bishops, accord- 
ing to the canons of the holy Fathers, and the ancient custom. The 
same rule shall be observed in all the other dioceses, and in the provinces 
evecy where, so that none of the most religious bishops shall invade any 
other province, which has not heretofore from the beginning been under 
the hand of himself or his predecessors. But if any one has so invaded 
a province, and brought it by force under himself, he sfaaU restore it, 
that the canons of the Fathers may not be transgressed, nor the pn4e 
of secular dominion be privily introduced under the appearance of a 
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sacred c^ce, nor we loie by little, the freedom which our Lord Jxsus 
Chaist, the deliverer of all men, has given us by His own Blood. The 
holy and (Ecumenical 83rnod has therefore decreed, that the rights which 
have heretofore and from the beginoing belonged to each province, shall 
be preserved to it pure and vrithout restraint, according to the custom 
which has prevailed of old« Each metropolitan having permission to 
take a copy of the things now transacted for his own security. But if 
any one shall introduce any regulation contrary to what has been now 
defined, the whole holy and CEcumenical synod has decreed that it shall 
be of no effect." — Hammond^ pp, 69-71, Oxf, p, 84, N. Y. 

We give Mr. Hammond's note upon this canon, that the 
reader may the better understand it : 

** This canon, like the preceding one, was in the first instance passed 
in the form of a decree, but afteiw^ards numbered amongst the canons. 
The occasion of it was this. — Bheginus, Bishop of Constantia, the 
metropolis of Cyprus, and Zeno, Bishop of Curium, and Euagrius, 
Bishop of Soli, in the same island, presented a memorial to the Council, 
in which tbey eomplained of the attempts which had been made by the 
Bifhops of Antioeb to usurp authority over the Bishops of Cyprus, * con- 
trary to the Apostolical canons, (Can. Apost. 35,) and the decisions of 
the most holy synod of Nice.' They further stated that Dionysius, the 
imperial governor of Antioch, had, at the suggestion of the bishop of 
that city, written to the commander of the troops at Cyprus, as 
well as to the clergy of Constantia, requiring the former to prevent 
the ordination of a Bishop of Constantia, in the room of Troilus, who 
had lately died, till the question as to the right of ordination had been 
settled by the Council at Ephesus, and cautioning the latter not to receive 
any person as their bishop, who should in the meantime be ordained by 
any one. The bishops produced these letters before the Council, and 
ptiiyed that the privileges which they had always enjoyed, even 
from the times of the Apostles, might be preserved,— and that the 
Council would pronounce a sentence in ihH^ir fiivor, which might prevent 
their being again invaded. The Council had die letters read b^ore 
them; and having, by the examination of the bishops, ascertained that 
there was no instance to be produced finom the times of the Apostles, of 
the Bishop of Antioch Ordaining the metropolitan of Constantia, or any 
odier bishop in Cyprus, and that Troilus, the late metropolitan, and 
his predecessors^ Sabinus and Kpiphanius, had been ordained by the 
bishops of their province,— ^diey passed this decree in favor of the pro- 

32 
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Tince of CypruB, and extended it to all similar cases which might ocetir 
in other provinces and dioceses. The authority, therefore, which the 
Bishops of Rome in after ages claimed and usurped over the British smd 
other Western Churches, is clearly contrary to this canon, as well as to 
those of the Council of Nice. The account of this transaction is con- 
tained at length in the Acts of the Council, Part ii. Act 7." — Hammond, 
pp. 73, 74, Oxf. pp. 88, 89, N. Y. 

From these canons it would appear that the consecrations 
of Augustine and of those whom he consecrated were 
scarcely such as to give mission ; and that the jurisdiction of 
the pope, attempted to be founded upon those consecrations, 
was utterly uncanonical, and a mere usurpation. 

But the Romanists assert, that upon our principles, the 
English bishops have no mission ; because those who were 
consecrated in the beginning of Elizabeth's reign, were not 
consecrated with the assent of the bishops of the province. 
In considering this part of our subject, it is necessary to 
bear in mind the facts already mentioned ; that in the time 
of Henry VIII. there were bishops in England who un- 
doubtedly had mission, and that if the bishops of the estab- 
lished Church are not their successors, they have no suc- 
cessors. The contest is not between two sets of bishops, 
each pretending to have mission, to be the true successors of 
the ancient bishops ; but whether the only set of bishops 
who claim mission in England, have it or not. We repeat, 
that the Romanist bishops in England do not claim mission 
there as bishops ; but only as the representatives of him whom 
they regard as the universal bishop. This state of things 
alters the state of the question very much. We must now 
turn our attention to the historical facts of the case. 

At the time of Archbishop Parker's consecration there 
were living fifteen persons, who were or had been in posses- 
sion of diocesan bishoprics in the Province of Canterbury, 
and two suffragan bishops. Of these, five diocesan bishops 
and the two suffragans had been consecrated in the reign of 
Henry VIII., two in that of Edward VI., eight in that of 
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Queen Mary. Heath, one of the number, had, whether 
rightfully or wrongfully we need not for this purpose in- 
quire, been translated to the Archbishopric of York, and so no 
longer belonged to the province of Canterbury. Five of 
the bishops consecrated in Queen Mary's time had no mis- 
sion, having been irregularly consecrated, by the usurped 
authojity, it is supposed of the pope and his legate, without 
the consent of the metropolitan, Archbishop Cranmer. 
These were Bourne, of Bath and Wells ; Turberville, of y^ 
Exeter ; Baines, of Litchfield ; Pates, of Worcester ; Gold- 
well, of St. Asaph. The two first were also liable to the 
objection of being intruders into sees whose lawful bishops, 
Barlow and Coverdale, were alive. Deducting these five, 
and Heath, we shall find that the whole . number of bishops 
having mission within the province of Canterbury at the 
time of the consecration of Parker was at most eleven. 
Salisbury, sufifragan Bishop of Thetford; Barlow, the ca- 
nonical Bishop of Bath and Wells, but who was out of 
possession ; Hodgeskin, sufifragan Bishop of Bedford ; Boner, 
the recently deprived Bishop of London ; Thirlby, of Ely ; 
Kitchen, canonical bishop of Llandaff in possession ; Cover- 
dale, canonical bishop of Exeter; Scory, who had been 
canonically consecrated for Rochester, ^d had been in pos- 
session, duhio jure, of Hereford ; White, recently in pos- 
session, of Winchester, but of whose mission there is much 
doubt, since he had been uncanonically consecrated for Lin- 
coln, in the life-time of Cranmer, hut without his consent ; 
and his trainslation to Winchester is not free from objections; 
Watson, just deprived from Lincoln ; and Poole from Peter- 
borough. These were the only bishops who had any pre- 
tence to a voice in lihe consecration. Four of them. Barlow, 
Scory, Coverdale, and Hodgeskin performed the rite; and 
two others. Kitchen and Salisbury, gave at least a subsequent 
assent, by continuing in communion with the new primate. 
Thus it appears that a majority of the true bishops of the 
province of Canterbury, did concur in filling the metropolis 
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tan see. This is the most nnfavorable statement for the mis- 
sion of the Protestant bishops ; for there is more or less room 
for doubting the mission of soTeral others of the dissenting 
bishops. 

But the circumstances of the case might verj well have 
justified a minority in acting. The bishops who refused to 
act were the confederates of the pope, combined with him 
to revive and extend his usurped power within the realm of 
England. They abandoned, with this view* their rights, 
and refused to join in the consecration of any primate who 
would not submit to receive his see at the hands of the pope. 
If the pope had no right to dispose of the see of Canterbury, 
the minority of the bishops of that province wer^ under no 
obligation to receive a primate at his hands. Was the pri- 
macy for ever to remain vacant ? There was, then, no alter- 
native but for those who resisted the papal usurpations to con- 
secrate, be they many or few. Otherwise the succession 
might have been lost in the province. The Romanists have 
no right to use the claims of a majority of the comprovincials 
in the attack upon the mission of the English bishops ; any 
more than they can use, for the same purpose, the rights of 
the patriarch of Rome. The same reason applies in both 
cases. Those rights were not then supposed to exist. The 
patriarch of Rome and the recusimjl: English bishops, both 
acted on the ground of the supremacy of the pope. The 
question was, shall that supremacy, be submitted to or not ? 
If the supremacy of the pope wer^ well grounded, there is 
an end of all question in one way ; if it were not, in another; 
for it could not be necessary to wait for an assent which 
would be for ever withheld, as the means of enforcing an un- 
founded claim. 

With respect to the province of York,, there are questions 
relating to the translation of Heath to that archbishopric, 
and to his deposition. The Protestants maintain that his 
translation was not canonical, and that his deprivation was 
sufficient. The Romanists, on the other hand, assert that 
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tFaiisIatiea was canonical, and his deprivation a nullity. 
Even should they be right, the only consequence would be 
that mission would have been wanting in that province for a 
time. Heath died in 1579, and if all the archbishops and 
bishops of the province up to that time, were usurpers, and 
without mission, it would not follow that the sees might not 
be filled by the friendly aid of the neighboring province of 
Canterbury. If York had no canonical bishops, it was per- 
fectly canonical for the neighboring bishops to send her a 
metropolitan; who might consecrate bishops for the vacant 
sees, and might, if he saw fit,, wait until the actual occupants 
were d^ad. At the. time, of Heath's death« Sandys was in 
possession of the see of York ; his successor. Peers,, was 
translated from Salisbury, and was, beyond all doubt, a 
legitimate, archbishop of York. If the suffragan sees were 
then canonically full, the bishops in possession acknowledged 
him for their metropolitan ; if they were canonically vacant, 
there was no impediment to his becoming a new root to a 
new successbn in the province of York, the old one being, 
upon that supposition extinct. 

Thomas Young was consecrated Bishop of St. David's 
on the 21st of January, 1559-60, and in the course of the 
year 1560, translated to York. At the time of his transla- 
tion there was but one canonical bishop in that province. The 
see of Durham was vacant by death. Three other bishop- 
rics qi York, Carlisle, and Chester wei:e void by the expul- 
sion of Heath, Oglethorpe and Scot. Of these none had 
been canonically introduced into their respective sees. 
Bishop Stanley of Sador and Man, the only legitimate bishop 
in the province^ after TunstaU's death, conformed.™ Robert 

"* In the foimer edicton we stated exToneously tiiatSodoc and Man was 
▼acant by death, mialed by what we now believe to be a mis-print in the 
American Edition of Fereival on the Apostolic Succession,. Appendix 
page 99) in the account of the consecration of Bishop Salisbury, who 
id there said to have been translated to Sodor and Man in 1559, by a 
typographical error Cor 1569. 
2?« 
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Holgate had been coBsecrated to Llandaff in 1537, and trans- 
lated in 1544 to York, of which province he was nndonbtedly 
the canonical metropolitan. On the accession of' Queen 
Mary, he was accused of being married, and for that offence 
deposed by a copunission from the queen, composed of bish- 
ops, with a single exception, belonging to the province of 
Canterbury. Nicholas Heath was intruded into his place by 
the queen, who procured him a confirmation by the pope. 
But the see was still canonically full of Holgate, and Heath, 
therefore, a mere usurper. Sept and Oglethorpe had no 
confirmation or consecration, but at the ^^hands of Heath, 
who could not give them mission in a province in which he 
w;as himself merely an usurper. Heath having been re- 
moved, the see of Yo|i( become xapant legally and actually, 
as it had been canonically, from the death of Holgate. ' Young 
was translated to it, and with his assent, the sees were filled ; 
Durhamv by the consecration of Pilkington, the unworthy 
puritan ; CarKsK by that of Best, and, Chester by that of 
Downham. There were conflicting claims to none of these, 
sees, except Chester and York. Tunstall, of Durham, died 
soon after his deprivation, and before the consecration of his 
successor; Oglethorpe, of Carlisle, died in 1560, proliably 
before the consecration of his successor ; Scot, of Chester, 
went beyond the seas, and both he and Heath were, as we 
have seen, usurpers. 

There is still another ground upon which the mission of 
the English, prelates may be sustained. The Elizabethan 
bishops were, at the least, bishops without mission, and as 
such at liberty to perform episcopal acts in vacant dioceses 
not subject to any arch|[>ishop, and countries not organised 
into dioceses. This principle, alone, would long since have 
removed all objections to the mission of the Church of 
Englandi Before the end of the sixteenth century, all the 
deprived bishops must have been dead ; indeed it is probable 
that Watson, who is recorded to have survived his deprivation 

' Burnet u. 429 — American Eklition. 
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twenty-four years, soryived them aH. He was the yonngest 
bishop aaaong them except Poole, of Peterborough, who 
was consecrated at the same time with him. However 
these things may be, it is certain that a time came, when all 
the deprived bishops were dead. At that period, if the 
Romanists are right, all the archbishoprics and bishoprics in 
England were vacant. Thia was a state of things not to be 
tolerated. The sees must be filled by bishops, and any 
bishop might consecrate such, whether he had mission or 
not. For mission, is oply the rigbit of exercising the episco- 
pal office in a particular place, and, a bishop may exercise his 
office in any place, where he can do so without intruding 
upon another bishop^ It 1^ only upon this principle that 
the Romanists can maintain the validity of their consecrations 
in partihus infidelium. 

All the Apostles received the commissioji to '* teach all 
nations, baptizing then^" 6^c., and all their successors par- 
ticipate in that commission. They have the- world, there- 
fore, as it were, in a joint jurisdiction ; every oue having au- 
^ority to, act every where ; except where the joint juris- 
^ction has been severed by giving a. separate jurisdiction to 
one of their number. 

But if all the archbishops and" bishops of EngJianil were 
dead, any bishop was at liberty to consecrate ; because none 
could., by so doing, infringe on the rights of any living prelate. 
The kings proceeded ta nQWnate bishops, from time to 
time ; the chapters elected them, and they procured them- 
selves to be consecrated by some of the bishop»in possession 
of sees^i If that possession was- rightful, as we say, there is 
no difficulty. If, as the Romanists say, those bishops were 
usurpers, still they were bishops, without mission in their 
own dioceses, but authorised to transmit succession to persons 
capable of receiving it ; who with the succession would 
acquire mission ; since there was no obstacle to their receiv- 
ing it, while those who ordained, did not in ordaining, 
violate the rights of metropolitans and comprovincial bishops ; 
who, upon the supposition, did not exist. 
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Tbfr idea entertained by tbe RomanistB, that the mission 
»f a charch once lost, cannot be restored without the aid of 
the pope, proceeds entirely upon the ground of the, notion, 
that Rome is the mother and mistress of churches, and that 
the confirmation of her bishop Lb necessary to mission^ 
That daijBr having been shown to be inadmissible, it will be 
obvious that, provided the succession be retained, mission 
must be restored in a gen^nition ;, unless an opposing suc- 
cession is kept up, which has not been don^ in England^ 
Let it be supposed that in 1604, all the Marian bishops wero, 
dead, and ajl the sees in England vacant. Richard Bancroft 
was then living in f^gland, a duly consecrated bishop cour 
secrat^d by John Whitgift, who had been consecrated, by 
Edjmvndt Grindal, who had been consecrated by Matthew, 
Parker, who had been consecrated by William Barlow,. 
Thomiui- Scoryi and; Miles Coverd9le, who had all been con- 
secrated by Thomas Cranmer, archbishop, without doubt^ 
of Canterbury, and by John Hodgeskin, who had been con-. 
secrated by John Stokesly, who had been consecrated, by 
William. WarhaBiv equally with Cranmer,. an undoubted, 
archbishop of Canterbury.. Iplr. Bancroft ia then in the lini^ 
of the Apostolic Succession ; but upon the Romish theory,, 
upon which we are at present proceeding, he has no, mission. 
He is, however, a. vacant bishop,, and all the. sees in England 
want bishops. Why may he not be called to fill any of 
them? In fact, he was in possession of London, but the 
Romanists say he was an usurper. Still he was a consecrated 
bishop, and capable of beiQg called, to any other see, and 
was, in fact, called to- Canterbury. Why» then^.was.he not 
archbishop of Canterbury ? Because he was not confirmed 
a&suchi will be the reply. By whom.ougl^t hp to hiive been 
coi^rm^d? By the po^e, say the Romanists. But that 
claim we deny and. disprove. Adini|; it, say the Rpipimists^; 
but even by your own principles, he ought to, have be,en conr 
firmed by the bishops of the province. We say that in fac.t 
he wfi»; hut the Ropanists deny that there were an^ canoi):^ 



ical bishops of the proTince; then there was nobody who 
had ft right to confirm, and no confirmation was necessary. 
The best confirmation which he conld have, that of the de 
facto bishops of the province, he had; and moreoyer, the 
Irish bishops of the next adjoining^ province, which, npoji 
the Romish principle, had bishops, held communion with 
him. Why, then, was he not a canonical metropolitan of 
Canterbury ? Having once found a canonical metropolitan, 
the inferior sees will soon be supplied with bishops by the 
process^ of consecration and translation, which the removal 
pf the de facto bishops by death, will render necessary. 

Hitherto we have been engaged about the mission of the pre- 
lates of our ancestral church ; we now come to that of our 
own. But much of the way has been cleared by what has 
been already done, and there remains, in truth, but little 
to be said in connexion with the subject of the mission of 
our American bishops. When we have said that little, we 
shall gladly close the series of essays with which we have been 
occupying the attention of our readers. So far as the objection 
to the mission of our bishops rests upon the claim of supre- 
macy in the bishop of Rome, it stands upon precisely the same 
footing here' as in England. So far as it is founded upon 
patriarchal claims, it stands upon a worse^ It cannot be pre- 
tended, either that the United States are within the ancient 
limits of the Roman patriarchate, or that they, were converted 
to Christianity by missionaries from Rome« Either of these 
assertions would be too notoriously false to be hazarded by 
any man. Nor has the question ' of the mission of the 
£;Uaabethan bishops a direct bearing upon this matter. The 
Engli^ bishops may or may not have mission in England : 
if they have the succession, they have, in either case, 
power to consecrate for places, where there are no compro- 
vincial bishops. This right does not depend upon mis- 
sion. Mission is jurisdiction ; but in pardhus infidtlium^ or 
in nations In which there has never been a bishop, no bishop 
has special jurisdiction; and if, under such circumstances, 
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nuMioQ or jurisdiction were necessary in the consecrating 
bishops, no consecration could ever take place. The boun- 
daries of the Church could nerer be extended. It is the 
duty, and therefore the right of every bishop to see that all 
nations are discipled. This duty only ceases^ and with it 
the right, when special provision is made for the performance 
of the duty in any particular nation. 

Previous to the revolution of 1776, there were no bishops 
resident in the territory now occupied by the United States, 
and never had been any, except two of the succession of the 
English non-jurors; who neither claimed nor exercised any 
Episcopal jurisdiction, and were soon compelled to withdraw 
by the jealousy of the British government. They were not, 
and did not pretend to be, bishops of any American diocese ; 
but were simply bishops without sees, accidentally in Ame- 
rica. Had they been permitted to remain, and had agreed 
to erect dioceses for themselves, and been accepted by the 
clergy and people of such dioceses as their bishops, there 
does not appear to have been, upon Catholic principles, any 
reason,— except those to which we shall presently advert,—- 
why they might not have been the first legitimate bishops 
of this country; although, like their brethren in England 
and Scotland, they might have been discountenanced, or even 
persecuted by the State. This is said upon the supposition 
that their consecration was valid ; which has been doubted, 
because one of them had been consecrated by a single bishop^ 
and had afterwards united with that bishop in consecrating 
the other, without the aid of any other bishop. Upon the 
validity of such consecrations we must not be understood as 
giving any opinion either way. The other non-jurors did 
not acknowledge these gentlemen as bishops ; because they 
had been consecrated without the assent of those whom they 
regarded as the comprovincial bishops. But that is a ques- 
tion of mission ; and while nothing seems to us clearer than 
that none of the non-jurors after Hickes had any claim to 
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mission ; we do not regard want of mission in Europe as any 
bar to the obtaining it in a country where there were no 
bishops. 

Another difllculty in the way of these non-juring bishops 
acquiring mission in America, was that they were within the 
jurisdiction of the Bishop of London. The English colonies 
were regarded by the government as heing within the diocese 
of London and province of Canterbury ; so far, at least, as re- 
lates to strictly spiritual authority. The temporal jurisdic- 
tion, which in England belongs to the bishops, was in part 
exercised here by tribunals of a civil character, just as it is 
now ; the remainder was, as now, not exercised at all. What 
was the legal foundation of the spiritucd jurisdiction of the 
see of London in the colonies, and whether it would have 
stood the test of Westminster Hall, are questions into which 
it would not be profitable to enter. Sufficient for us that it ex- 
isted de facto^ and was acknowledged by all that part of the 
population who acknowledged any Episcopal authority at 
all. It may, at first sight, seem that this assertion is too sweep- 
ing, because there was always a small band of Romanists in the 
country. But in truth, those persons did not acknowledge 
themselves to be under any Episcopal authority. They 
were under the immediate authority of the pope, not of the 
Bishop of Rome. The pope, it is true, governed them 
through his vicar apostolic of the district of London. But 
the authority which the vicar exercised was not his episcopal 
authority, if he had anyy-^-it was the authority which he 
derived from the pope as his vicar, not that which he derived 
ftrom Christ, as a successor of the Apostles. The authority 
of the pope's vicar apostolic would have been the same had 
he been a layman,-^it was not then Episcopal authority. 
Whatever authority the Roman prelate exercised over them 
was not that of a diocesan bishop, but of the alleged vicar of 
Christ. , In truth they repudiated the authority of the 
Bishop of London, solely because he was not in communion 
with the supposed visible head of the Church. Once con- 



264 MISSION. 

▼inced that Rome was not the mother and mistrese of 
Churches, they would have regarded the Bishop of London 
as their bishop. It is then true that he was acknowledged 
by all the population who acknowledged any Episcopal 
authority. 

The American Revolution rendered it expedient, probably 
necessary, that the connexion between the Bishop of London 
and the American Church should be dissolved. Indeed the 
contemporary opinion on both sides of the water was that it 
had the effect of actually dissolving it. This opinion was 
perhaps a mistake. It had its origin partly in the connexion 
of the Church of England with the State, and the Erastiaii 
opinions to which that connexion has given rise, — ^which 
were never more rife than at the period of which we are 
speaking ;-»partly in the national feelings of both parties, 
combined with the recollection of the stress laid, at the 
Reformation in England, on the fact of the pope being a 
foreign bishop. Whatever was its origin, and whether well 
founded or not, its effect was that the connexion, the con- 
tinuance of which would have been an insupportable evil, 
was very easily dissolved. Bishop Terrick, the Bishop of 
London at the time, of the declaration of independence, died 
before the treaty of peace. Bishop Lowth, his successor, 
never attempted to exercise any jurisdiction within the 
United States, — ^was one of those prelates who signed a 
letter, assenting, on certain conditions, to the consecration 
of American bishops,® and not long before his death, acqui- 
esced in the actual consecration of two, Bishops White and 
ProvoostP Dr. Portens, who succeeded Dr* Lowth, ac- 
tually joined in the consecration of Bishop Madison.* The 
jurisdiction of the Bishop of London was then at an end,— » 
either withdrawn voluntarily, or abrogated by the Revolntkui. 

The United States were then in. the condition of a Chris- 
tian country, without bishops either de jure or de faeto* It 

oBiiliop Whxte^i Memoirs of the Prot. EpiB, Church, first Edic 
1^356. Plbid.;>. 144. 

sPerciTBl on the Apostolic Succession, N. Y. Edit. p. 121. 
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WBB an act of charity which any bishops, whether they had 
miMion or jurisdiction at home or not, might well perform, 
to consecrate bishops for it. The first bishops who came to 
onr relief were those of Scotland, who, in 1784, consecrated 
Dr. Seabnry, Bishop of Connecticut. In 1787, some Eng- 
lish bishops consecrated Dr. White, Bishop of Pennsylvania, 
and Dr. Provoost, Bishop of New York. The fact that these 
consecrations were by bishops of two different Churches, 
which, from political causes, were not on good terms with 
each other, acnd some other circumstances, led to a tem- 
porary division of the United States into what may be called 
two Provinces; holding, it is true, communion with each 
other, but not a rety close or cordial communion. This 
tmpleasant state of things was put an end to on October 2, 
1789, by an union of the two bodies in one General Conven- 
tion. From that time the United States may be regarded in 
the light of one Province, uot recognizing the necessity of a 
metropolitan, and having no such officer ; but having a suffi- 
cient number of comprovincial bishops to keep up the suc- 
cession and give orders and mission to those elected to the 
other dioceses. From that time all interference with the 
Church of die United States, on the part of foreigners, be- 
came unjustifiable, unless with the consent of the compro- 
trincial bishops. Bishop Madison was afterwards consecrated 
in England; but with the full consent of all the compro- 
Vincials. On his return he united with them, in the conse- 
Cmtion of Bishop Claggett, for Maryland;, and from these 
five, who possessed both succession and mission, all our 
bishops derive both. The claim of our bishops to mission 
in the United States, rests on these plain and simple facts. 
Our first bishops, Seabury^ White, and Provoost, were the 
first Christian bishops who came into a country destitute 
of the order, — ^having been first validly consecrated. They 
were received, in that character, by the members of the 
tmeChuK^h of CvmisT, living here destitute of any bishops 
whatever, but desirous of lawfiil bishops. Of the mission of 
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tuch bishops it u impossible to doubt, by whomsoever they 
were consecrated; and whether the consecrators had juris- 
diction over the sees of which they were possessed or not. 
To doubt the mission of such bishops, is to doubt the right 
of the Church to extend herself over the world,^-to doubt 
the right of the successors of the Apostles to ** teach all 
nations." 

They were the first bishops who came into the country ; 
for the superintendents of the Methodist connexion were 
not bishops, except in name. They derived their conse- 
cration from a presbyter of the Church of England, who 
differed in nothing from the other presbyters of that Church, 
except in this : that he had dared to give imposition of hands to 
another presbyter of equal authority with himself, for 
purposes and with intentions by no means clearly defined. 

It was not until 1790, after the complete settlement and or- 
ganization of our Church, which, as we have seen^ took place 
in 1789, that the pope undertook to erect the whole United 
States into an Episcopal see. A bishop of Baltimore, con- 
secrated by a single Romish bishop in England,* where the 
consecrator was utterly without mission, then,^ came into 
the United States; where the consecrated could acquire 
none, without the assent of the existing comprovincial bish- 
ops, whose communion he refused, and whose dioceses he 
included in his own. The only justification he could find 
or would seek, was, that those bishops were heretics and 
schismatics; because they denied that Rome was the 
mother and mistress of churches and her bishop the vicar 
of Christ. *♦ The question,*' then, in the words of Jewel, 
**thd question between us is, whether, throughout the 
whole Church of Christ, no man may be allowed for a 
lawful bishop without the confirmation of the bishop of 
Rome.*' In the words of the same great divine, we conclude, 
saying : 

* 15 August, 1790. Brent's " Biographical Sketch of the Most Rever- 
end John Carroll," Baltimore, 1843, p, 113. 
^December 7, 1790, Ibid. 121. 
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** That there neither is, nor can be, any one man which may have the 
wfacde Buperiori^ in this uniTersal state ; for that Christ is ever pre- 
sent to assist His Church, and needeth not any man to supply His room, 
as His only heir to all His substance ; and that there can be no one 
m<Mrtal creature which is able to comprehend, or conceive in his mind, 
the Universal Church — ^that is, to wit, all the parts of the world ; much 
less able rightly and duly to put them in order, and to govern them. 

" For ' all the apostles,' as St. Cyprian saith ' were of like power 
among themselves, aivd the rest were the same that Peter was.' And 
that it was said indifTerently to them all, ' Feed ye ;' indifferently to them 
all, ' Go into the whole world ;' indifferently to them all, * Preach ye the 
gospel.' And as St. Jerome saith, ' All bishops, wheresoever they be, 
be they at Rome, be they at Eugubium, be they at Constantinople, be 
they at Rhegium, be all of like pre-eminence, and of like priesthood.' 
And as Cyprian saith, ' there is but one bishopric, and a piece thereof is 
perfisctly and wholly holden of every particular bishop.' 

« And, according to the judgment of the Nioene Council, we say, that 
the Bishop of Rome hath no more jurisdiction over the Church of God 
than the rest of the Patriarchs, either of Alexandria, or of Antioch have." 
~^T%e Apology of the Church of England^ eh. vi. $ 7, pp, 34, 35. 
Vimo. N. Y. 1831. 
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An Act concerning' the Consecrcttion of n Bithop, made the twenty* 

Jifth of Hen. VIII. 

Cap. 20. Sect. 5. 

Bb it enacted by the aatlioritj aforesaid, that whensoever any taeh 
presentment or nomination shall be made by the King's Highness, his 
heirs or saecessors, by yirtue and aathority of this act, and according 
to the tenor of the same: That then every Archbishop and Bishop, 
into whose hands any such presentment and nomination shall be direct- 
ed, shall with all speed and celerity, invest and consecrate the person 
nominate and presented by the King's Highness, his heirs or sacces- 
sors, to the office and dignity that such person shall be so presented 
unto, and give and use to him pall, and all other benedictions; cere- 
monies and things requisite for the same, without suing, piXMuring or 
obtaining hereafter any bulls, or other things at the see of Rome, for 
any such office or dignity in that behalf. — And then after he hath made 
such oath and fealty duly to the King's M»j('8ty, his heirs and succes- 
sors, as shall be limited for the same, the King's Highness, by his Let- 
ters Patents under his great seal, shall signify the said election to one 
Archbishop, and two other Bishops, or else to four Bishops within this 
realm, or within any other the King's dominions, to be assigned by the 
King's Highness, his heirs or successors, requiring and commanding the 
said Archbishop and Bishops with all speed and celerity, to confirm 
the said election, an*! to invest and consecrate the said person so elected 
to the office and dignity that he is elected unto, and to give and use to 
him such pall, benedictions, ceremonies, and all other things requisite 
for the same, without suing, procuring or obtaining any bulls, briefs, or 
other things at the said see of Rome, or by the authority thereof in any 
behalf. 

And be it farther enacted by the authority aforesaid. That every per- 
son and persons being hereafter chosen, elected, nominate^ presented, 
invested, and consecrated to the dignity or office of any AnAibi^iop or 
Bi^op within this realm, or within any other the King's dominions, 
according to the form, tenor, and effect of this present act, and suing 
their temporalties, out of the King's hands, his heirs or successors, as 
hath been accustomed) and making a corporal oath to the King's High- 
ness, ar(d to none other, in form as is afore rehearsed, shall and may 
from henceforth he trononised or installed, as the case shal4 require, 
and shall have and take their only restitution out of the Kinp;'s hands 
of all the possessions and profits spiritual and temporal belongmg to the 
said Archbishopriek or Bishoprick whereunto they shall be so elected 
or presented. Mid shall be obeyed in all manner of things, according to 
the namte, title, degree, and dignity that they shall be so chosen or pre- 
sented unto, and do and nxecule in every thing and things touching the 
same, as any A^rchbishop or Bishop of this realm without offending of 
the prerogative royal of the Crown and the laws and enstoms of this 
realm mi^l at any time heretofore do* 
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And be it farther enaeted by the aathority aforesaid, That if the 
Prior and Covent of any Monastery, or Dean and Chapter of any cathe- 
dral Chureh where the see of an Archbishop or Bishop is within any 
the King's dominions, after such licence, as is afore rehearsed, shall be 
delivered to them, proceed not 10 election^ and signifiethe sameaceopd- 
ing to the tenor of this Act within the space of twenty days next after 
taeh licence shall come to their hands: Or else if any Archbishop or 
Bishop within any the King^s dominions, after any such election, nomi- 
nation or presentation shall be signified unto them by the King^s Let- 
ters Patents, shall refuse, and do not confirm, invest and consecrate 
with all due circumstance, as is aforesaid, every such person as shall 
be so elected, nominated, or presented^ and to them signified, as is 
above mentioned, within twenty days next after the King's Letters 
Patents of such signification or presentation shall come to their hands, 
Or else if any of them, or any other person or persons, admit, main- 
tain, allow, obey, do, or execute any censures, excommunications^ inter- 
dictions, inhibitions, or any other process or act of what nature, name, 
oc quality soever it be to the contrary, or let of due execution of this 
act. That then every — person— so offending and doing contrary to this 
Act— ^hall run in the dangers, pains and penalties of the estatute erf' 
Provision and Praimmire, made in the five and twentieth year of 
the reign of King Edward Illy and in the sixteenth year of King 
BUhard JL 



No. 11. 

Statutes relating to the Consecration of Bishops under Edward the 
Sixth, in the Parliaments of 1547, 1549 and t55SL 

1. Edward the Sixth, c. 2. 

FoBASxvcH as the election of Archbishops and Bishops by the Deans 
and Chapters -~ be as well to the long delay as to the great eosts and 
charges, &cc. Be it enacted that the King may, by his Letters Patent, 
at all times, when any Archbishoprick or Bishoprick is void, confer the 
same to any person whom the King shall think meet, the which colla- 
tion so by the King's Letters Patent made'— shall stand, to all intents, 
constructions, and purposes to as much and the same effect as though 
Cong6d'Blire had been given, the election duly made, and the same 
confirmed* And thereupon the said person to whom the said Arch- 
bishoprick, or Bishoprick, or Sufiraganship is so conferred^ collated, or 

Siven, may be Consecrated, and sue his livery,, or ousler les mains, and 
o other things as well as if the said Ceremonies and Hjectioos had 
been done and made., 



No. III. 



^n Act in the Year 154.9, to order the drarwing up a new Form of 

Ordination. 

3. Edw. 6, c. 2. 

Such form and manner of making and consecrating of Archbishops, 
Bishops, Priests, Deacons, and other Ministers of the Church, as by six 
Prelates, and six other men of this i*ealm learned in God's law, by the 
King to be appointed and assigned, or by the most number of them 
shall be devised for that purpose, and set forth under the Great Seal 
before the first of April next coming, shall be lawfully exercised and 
used, and none other. 
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No. IV. 

An Act in 1553, to annex the Ordinal to the Book of Common Prayer. 

BxGAUsa there hath risen in the use find exercise of the aforesaid coia- 
mon serVice in the Church, heretofore set forth, divers doubts for the 
fiuhion and manner of the ministration of the same, rather by the 
cariosity of the minister and raistakers, than of any other worthy cause : 
Therefore as well for the moi-e plain and manifest explanation thereof, 
as for the more perfection of the said order or common service, in some 
places where it is necessary to make the same Prayer and fashion of 
service more earnest and fit to stir christian people to the true honoux*- 
ing of Almighty God, The King's most excellent Majesty, with the 
assent of the Lords andtllommons in this present Parliament assembled, 
and by the Authority of the same hath caused the aforesaid order of 
commofi service^ entituled, The Book of Common- Prayer y to be fai«h- 
fully and godly perused, explained and made fully perfect, and by the 
aforesaid authority hath annexed and joyned it^ so explained and per^ 
fectedy to this present Statute ; Adding also a form and manner of mak- 
ing and consecrating of Archbishops^ Rtshops, Priests and Deacons to 
be of like force, authority and value, as the same like. aforesaid Book, 
entituled^ The Book of Common-Prayer was before, and to be accepted,, 
received, used, and esteemed in like sort and manner, and with the 
same clauses of provisions and exceptions to all intents, constructions 
and purposes, as by the Act of Parliament made in the second year of 
the King's Majesty's Heign, was ordained, limited, expressed, and ap- 
pointed for the uniformity of service, and administration of the Sacra- 
ments throughout the realm, upon such several pains, as in the said 
Act of P^rlinment is expressed : And the said former Act to stand in 
full force and strength, to all intents and constructions, and to be ap- 
plied, practised, and put in ure, to and for the establishing of the Book 
of Common- Prayer, now explained and hereunto annexed,, and also 
the said form of making Archbishops, Bishops, or Priests and Deacons 
kereuDto annexed, as it was for the former Book.. 



No. V. 

An Act of Parliament in the first of Mary in 1553^, to repeal the ttoo- 
preceding Acts made under Edward VI. 

A • Repeal ., . ... of the Stat, of Ed. VI. 12. made for the ordering 
of ecclesiastical Ministers, and of the Stat, of & Kd.. VI. 1. made f<f>r 
the uniformity of Common-Prayer and Administration of the Sacra- 
ment o All such divine service and administration of Sacraments 

as were most commonly used in England in the last year of King 
Itenry VIIT, shall be used thorow the realm after the twentieth day of 
December An, Dom, 1553, and no other kind of service, nor adaunis- 
tration»of Sacraments. 



No. VI. 

An Act made in- 1559 under Queen Elizabeth, to^ re-establish The 
Book of Common Prayer draram up undtr Edw. VI. 

Whereas at the death of our late Sovereign Lord King Edtoard f /, 
there remained one uniform order of common service and prayer^ and 

* Th^ Stalujte is not given eioire, but oidy abxjdg'ilin.tiiese woids.. 
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of the adminiBtnition of Saeramenta, Rites and Ceremonies of the Charch 
d[ England^ which was set forth in one book, entituled, The Book of 
Ctmmoti'Prayer and Adminittration of SacramenU, and other Sites 
and Ceremoniea in the Church o/* England, authorized by Act of Pariia- 
ment holden in the fifih and uxth years of our said late Sovereign Lord 
Ring Edward F/, entituled, •^n '^ct for the Uniformity of Commoiu 
Prayer^ and ^dtnimatration of the Sacramental the which was repealed 
and taken away by Act of Parliament in the first year of the reign of 
oar late Sovereign Lady Queen Mary^ to the great decay of the dae 
honour of God^ and discomfort to the professors of the truth of Christ's 
Religion. 

Be it therefore enacted by the authority of this present Parliament, 
That the said estatute of repeal, and every thing therein contained^ 
only concerning the said book, and the service and afl ministration of the 
Sacraments, Hites and Ceremonies contained or appointed in, or by the 
said book, shall be void and of none effect, from and after the Feast of 
the Nativity of Saint John Bapliat, next coming, And that the said 
book with the order of service, and of the administration of Sacraments, 
Rites, an<l Ceretnonies, with the alterations and additions therein added 
and appointed by this estatute, shall stand and be from and after the 
said Feast of the Nativity of Saint John Baptist, in full force and 
effect, according to the tenor and effect of this estatute, any thing in the 
foresaid estatute of repeal to the contrary notwithstanding. 

AndJurtlier be it enacted by the Queen's Highness, with the assent 
of the Lords and Commons in this present Parliament assembled, and 
by the authority of the same, that all and singular Ministers — shall 
from and afler the Feast of the Nativity of Saint John Baptiat next 
coming, be bounden to say and use ttie Mattens, Even -song, celebration 
of the Lord's Supper,^ and admbistration of each of the Sacraments, 
and all the common and open prayer, in such order and form as is men- 
tioned in the said book so authorized by Parliament, in the said fifth and 
uxth years of the reign of King Edward F/, with one alteration or ad- 
dition of certain lessons to be used on every Sunday in the year, and the 
form of the Litany altered and corrected, and two sentences only 
added in the delivery of the Sacrament to the communicants^and none 
other> or otherwise. 



No. VII. 

^n ^t of Parbatnent in 15G6, declaring the Validity of the Ordinea- 

tiona made aince 1559. 

FoBASMrcR as divers questions by overmuch boldness of speech and 
talk amongst many ol' the common sort of people being unlearned, hath 
lately grown upon the making and consecrating of Archbishops and 
Bishops within this realm, whether the same were, and be duly and 
orderly done according to the law or not, which is much tending to the 
slander of all the state of the Clergy, being of the greatest states of 
this realm | I'herefore for the avoiding of such slanderous speech, and 
to the intent that every man that is willing to know the truth, may 
plainly understand that the same evil speech and talk is not g:ix}unded 
upon any just matter or cause, it is thought convenient hereby partly to 
touch such authorities as do allow and approve the making and con- 
secrating of the same Archbishops and Bishops to be duly and orderly 
done according to the Laws of this realm, and thereupon further to pro- 
vide for the more surety thereof, as hereafter shall be expressed.— > 
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FinI, it 18 Teiy well known to all degrees of this realm, that the late 
King of the most famous memory, King Henry the l^ighlh, as well as 
bj all the Clergy then of this realm, in their several convuoations, as 
also by all the Lords, spiritual and temporal, and Commons assembled 
in divers of his Parliaments, was justly and rightfully recognised and 
acknowledged to have the supreme power, jurisdiction, order, rule 
and authority over all the estate Ecclesiastioal of the same, and the 
same power, jurisdiction and authority did use accordingly — and that 
at the Parliament holden at Westminister, in the first year of our 
sovereign Lady, the Queen's Majesty that now is, by one other Act 
and Statute there made, all such juristlictions, privileges, superiorities, 
and preeminences, spiritual and ecclesiastical, as by any spiritual or 
ecelesiastical power or authority hath heretofore been or may be law- 
folly used over the ecclesiastical state of this realm, and the order, 
reformation and correction of the same, is fully and absolutely, by the 
aatbority of the same Parliament, united and annexed to the Imi>erial 
Crown of this realm ; and by the same Act and Statute tliere is also 
given to the Queen's Highness, her heirs and sticcessot's. Kings and 
Queens of this realm, full power and authority, by letters patents under 
the i^at Seal of England, from time to time, to assign, name and au* 
thonse sncli person or persons as he or she shall think meet and con- 
▼eDient to exereise, use, occupy and execute, under her Highness, all 
manner of jurisdiction, privileges, preeminences and authorities, in 
any wise touching or concerning any spiritual or ecclesiastical power 
or jurisdiction within tliis realm. 

ffhereuiwi our taid wvereign Ladyy the Queen^t mosi excellent 
. Majeety, hath by her tupreom atohorityy at divert timet eithence the 
beginning of her Majetty^s Reign^ canted divert and tundry grave 
and well learned men to be didu elected, made and contecrated .^cA- 
bithopt and Bithopt of divert Archbithoprickt and Bithoprickt within 
tkit realm, and other Her Mnjett^t Dominiont and Countriet accord' 
ing to tiich order and form, with tuch ceremoniet in and about tJieir 
emuecrationt at were allowed and tet firth by the taidAett^ Statutet 
and Ordert annexed to the taid book of Common- Prayer before men^ 
Honed. And furthermore for the avoiding of all ambiguites and ques- 
tions that might be objected against the lawful confirmations, investing, 
and eonsecrations of the said Arolibishops and Bisliops, Her Highness, 
in her Letters Patent under the great Seal of England, directed to any 
Archbishop, Bishop, or others, for the eonfii*mingy investing, and conse- 
crating of any person elected to the ofiice or dignity of any Archbishop 
or Bishop, hath not only used such words and sentences as were accus* 
tomed to be used by the Late King Henry and King Edward, Her 
Majesty's Father and Brother, in their like Letters Patent, made for 
•acb eanses ; but also hath used and pat in Her Majesty's said Letters 
Patent divers other general words and sentences, whereby Her High- 
ness, by her supreme power and authority, hath dispensed with all 
causes or doubts of any imperfection or disability that can or may in 
any wise be objected against the same, as by her Majesty's said Letters 
Patent remaining of Record, more plainly may appear. So that to 
all those that will well consider of the effect and true intent of the said 
Laws and Statutes, and of the supreme and absolute authority of the 
Queen's Highness, and which she, by her Majesty's said Letters Patent, 
hath used and put in ure in and about the making and consecrating of 
the said Archbishops and Bishops, it is and may be very evident, that 
DO cause of scruple, ambiguity or doubt, can or may justly be objected 
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against the said eleetioM, eonfirmations, or eonsecrations^ or anj other 
material thing meet to be had or used aboat the same. 

Wherefore for the plain declaration of all the premisses, and to the 
ioteot that the same may the belter be known to every of the Queen's 
Majesties sobjeets, whereby such eril speech as heretofore hath been 
used against the high state of Prelacy may hereafter cease, Be it now 
declarni and enact^ by the auth<H*ity of this present Parliament, That 
the said Act and Statute made in the first year of the reign of our 
said Sovereign L4idy the Queen's Majesty, whereby the said Book of 
Common Prayer and the Administration of Sacraments, with other 
Rites and Ceremonies b iiuthorized and allowed to be used, shall stand 
and remain good and perfect to all respects and purposes ; And that 
such order and form for the consecrating of Archbishops and Bishops, 
and for the making of Priests, Ueacons, and Ministei'S, as was set forth 
in the time of the saicf late King Edward VL and added to the said 
Book of Common- Prayer, and authorized by Parliament in the fifth 
and sixth years of the said late King, shall stand and be in full force 
and effect, and shall from henceforth be used and observed in all places 
within this realm, and other the Queen's Majesties dominions and 
countries. 

And that all acts and things heretofore had, made or done by any 
person or persons, in or about any Consecration, Confirmation, or in- 
vesting of any person or persons elected to the office or dignity of any 
Archbishop or Bishop within this realm, or within any other the 
Qaeen's Majesties dominions or countries, by virtue of the Queen's 
Majesties Letters Patents or Commission sithence the beginning of her 
Majesties reign, be and shall be by authority of this present Parliament, 
declared, judged, and deemed at and from every of the several times 
of the doing thereof, good and perfect to all respects and purposes ; 
any matter or thing that can, or may be objected to the contrary thereof 
in any wise notwithstanding. 

And that all persons that have been, or shall be made, ordered or 
consecrate Archbishops, Bishops, Priests, Ministers of God's holy 
Word and Sacraments, or Deacons after the form and order prescribed 
in the said order and form how Archbishops, Bishops, Priests, Deacons, 
Ministers should be consecrated, made and ordered, be in very deed, 
and also by anthnrity hereof, declared and enacted to be, and shall be 
Archbishops, Bishops, Priests, Ministers and Deacons, and rightly made, 
ordered and consecrated ; any statute, law, canon or other Uiing to 
the contrary notwithstanding. 



No. VIII. 

Queen Elizabeth's JSrtt Letters Paienit fir the Confirmation and 

Contecration of Parker. 

Eliza BETH A Dei gratia, Anglise, &c. Reverendis in Christo patri- 
hus,^ Cuthberto episcopo Dunelmensi, Gilberto Bathoniensi episcopo. 
David episcopo Bargi S. Petri, Antonio Landavensi episcopo. Will. 
Barloo episcopo, & Johan. Scory episcopo, salutem. 

CuK vacaiite nuper Sede archiepiscopali Cantuariensi per mortem 
naturalem D. Reginald! Pole Cardinalis, ullimi &c immediati archiepis- 
copi it pastoris ejusdero, ad humilem petitionem decani H capituli 
ecelesiae nostrso eathedralis & metropoliticss Christ! Cantuariensis, 
eisdem ^ per literas nostras patentes lioentiam ooncessimos aliura sibi 
eligendi in archiepiscopum & pastorem Sedis prssdietse, ae iidem deea- 
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Qus & oapitukiro Tigore H obtentu liecntiae nostra predietiQ,dilcetQiii 
nobis in Christo Magistrom Math. Parker S . Theologise professorem 
sibi 9l ecclesie prfledicts elegcrint in areliiepisoopuni & pastorero^ 
pmut per literas suas patentei aigillo eorum eommuoi sigilUtas, nobis 
in% directas pleniiis liquet & apparet. 

No8, elect nnem illam aeceptantes, eidem eleetioni regium nostrum 
■asensum adhibuimus pariter &c favorem, & hoc vobis tenore prsMentium 
sig^ificamus. 

RooAXTEs, ao in fide & dilediooe, quibas nobis tenemini, firmiter, 
pneeipiendo mandantes, quateniis eundem Mag. Math. Parker in 
archiepiscopom 8c pastorem ecolesia cathedralis b metropoliticsB 
Christi Cantauriensis prtedietso, sie, at prssfertar, electum, electionem- 
que prsedictam confirmare, & eundem Mag. Matheum in archiepisco- 
pum &c pastorem ecclesiie prsedictsB consecrare, csBteraque omnia & 
singula peragere, que vestro in hac parte incumbunt officio pastorali, 
juxta formam statutorum in ea parte editorum & provisorum, velitia oqm 
effectu. In cujus rei testimonium, &o. Teste regin& apud Redgrave, 
nono die Septembris. Per breve de privatosigillo. 



No. IX. 

Queen Elizabeth *s tecond Lettert Patents to proceed to the Conjirma-' 

Hon and Consecration of Parker. 

As the first Letters Patents were not exeeated, the Queen granted 
others the sixth of DecenUter, as follows: 

Reoika, &c. Reverendis in Christo patribus, Antonio Landav. epis- 
eopo, Willielroo Barloo quondam Bathon. episcopo^ nunc. Cicest. eleeto, 
Johanni Scorye quondam Cioestr. episcopo, nono Herefordensi, Mil. 
Corerdall quondam Exoniensi episcopo, Hicardo Bedfordensi, Johanni 
Thetfordensi episcopis suflfraganeis, Johanni Bale Osserensi episcopo, 
salutem. 

Cuv, Tacante nuper sede archiepiseopali Cantuariensi per mortem 
naturalem I). Reginaldi Pole Cardinalis, ultirai & immediati archiefus- 
oopi & pastoris ejusclero, ad humilem petitionem decani & capituli 
ecclesie nostrse cathedralis & metropoliticss Christi Cantuarienns, eis- 
dem per literas nostras patentes licentiam concessimus alium sibi 
eligendi in archiepiscopum & pastorem sedis prsedictte, ac iidem deca- 
nns &c capitulum vigore & obtentu licentie nostne prsedicte, dileetum 
nobis in Christo Mag. Mathenm Parker S. Theologise professorem, 
sibi & ecclesise pnedictae elegerint in archiepiscopum & pastorem, prout 
X>er literas sons patentes sigillo eorum communi sigillatas, nobis inde 
directas, pleniCls liquet & appai*et. 

Nos, electionem illam acceptantes, eidem eleetioni regium nostrum 
Msensom adhibuimus pariter Sc favorem, & hoc vobis tenore prsesen- 
tium significamas. 

RoeiVTss, ac in fide & dilectione, qoibus nobis tenemini, firmiter 
pneeipiendo mandantes, quatenJU vos aut ad minCu quatuor vestrAm, 
eundem Math. Parker in archiepiscopum k pastorem ecclesise eathe* 
dralis & metropoliiicse Christi Cfantoariensis preedicte, sic, at prsefer- 
tor, electum, electionemque prsedictam confirmare^ & eundem Mag. 
Math. Parker in archiepiscopum & pastorem ecclesise prssdictse eon> 
seerare, eseteraqoe omnia k singula peragere, qnse vestro in hac parte 
ineumbant oflScio pastorali, juxta formam statutorum in ea parte edito- 
nim %L provisorom, velitis cum efiectu. 
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SumsiiTU niiiloniiiiika npremft ta«toritate nottrA Regii, ex mero 
mota ae eeiia teientia liOttrw^ti quid aat in hiit qa« jaxu mandatnm 
iMMtrtiin piwdietain per tos fient, aat in vobts, aut in vestriim aliquo» 
coadition«, ataia, faeoltate Teatra ad pnemisaa perfieiencia dealt ant 
deerit eonim, one per atatuU hvijna regni, aat per leges eccteaiaatieaa in 
hao parte requinintar, aat neeeasaria aant, temporia ratione, & remm 
neeeaaitale id tioaialante. In eujoa rei, he, I'eate liegina apod Weat- 
monaateriam w\ die Decembria. 

No. X. 

Jipproboiian of the preceding Perm, 

\Vs whoae Namea that are here under aabaeribed, think in our 
^udgmenta, that by thia Gommiaaion in thia Form penned aa wefl the 
Queen'a Majeaty may lawfully authoriae the Persona within named to 
the eflRfct aprcified, aa that the aaid Peraona may exerciae the Aet of 
confirming and eooaeeratjog, in the aame to them eommitted. 

William May^ Henry Harvey, 

Rob, fVetton, Thomas Yale, 

Edward Leedij Mcholat BvJUngham, 



No. XI. 

The Confirmatim (*) o/'Parker'a Election by the conaeerating Biahops, 

Iir Dei nomine, Amen. Noa Willielmaa quondam fiathon. It Wellen. 
-epiaeopaa, none eleetua Cieeatrenaia, Johan. Scory quondam Cieeatr. 
epiaodpua, nune Herefordenaia eleetua, Milo Coverdale quondam Kzon. 
e|Nacopus, It Johannea Be<lforden6ia epiaeopus, Seren. in Chriato Pria- 
dpia Ic DominsB noatrae D. ElizabethsD Dei Gratift, Anglise, Franeiae 
lc.Hiberni» Reginaa, fidei defensatricia, &c. mediantibaa literia &uis re- 
giia eoromisaionalibas patent, ad infra aeripta commiasarn. eom baa 
elaainla, videlicet (una cum DD. Johan. Thetfordenai suflfraganeo, 8c 
Job. Bale Oaaerenai epiacopo) It etiaro hac clausula (quatendia yoa aut 
ad minua quatuor vestriim, Itc.) neenon & hac adjeclione (aupplentea 
nibilominna, See.) apeeialiter h, legitime deputati m negotio confirma- 
tionia eleetionia de peraona venerabiiia & eximii viriMag. Math. Paiker, 
S. Theolog. profeaaoria, in archieapiscopum Cantuarienaem electi, fisetae 
It celebrate rite & legitime proeedentea, omoes & nnguloa oppoeitores 
qui contra dictam electionero aeu formam ejusdem, aut personam elee- 
tam dicere, excipere, vel opponere voluerint, ad comparendum coram 
nobia, iatia die, horia, Ic loco, (ai ana putaverint interesae} contra dictam 
electionem, formam ejusdem, aat personam eleotam in debila juria for- 
ma dictar' exceptur^ k propositur' legitime' 8c peremptoril citatos 
aaapiua, public^ preconizataa,diuqae & aufficienter expectatoa, 8c nullo 
modo coinparentea, nee contra dictam electionem, formam ^uadero, 
aot peraonam electam aliqaid dicentes, excipientes, vel opponentea, ad 
petitionem procuratoria, decani 8c capituli Cantuarienaia, pronunciamus 
contumacea & in poenam cootumaciarum suanim hujusmodi decemimua 
procedendum fore ad prolationem sententise sive decreti finalis in hac 
eaaaa ferendi ipaorom sic citatorum li non comparentium contamao' 
in aliqao non obstante— >— 

*niTlDer mw emjbrm''d by Proxy whkh he afiptinted the 7th of Deecmbcr. Wa 
Proxia were Nididb* BaUingham and William Hay, Dean tfSL FaulV 
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lir Dei nomine. Amen. Audhis, visis & intellectis, ao plenari^ & ma- 
tar^ diaeussis per nos WilL quondam Bath & Well, episcopum nunc 
Cioestrensem eleetura, Joh. Seorye quondam Cioestr. episoopam, nane 
eleotam Hereford. Milooem Coverdale quondam Bzoniens. episcopum, 
& Jolian. Bedford, episcopum, Seren. m Christo Prineipis & IJom. 
nostrte U. Elizabethe Dei GratiH Angl. Franc. & Hibern. Regine, 
fidei defens. &c. mediantibus Uteris suis regtis commissionalibus paten- 
tibus ad infra scripta commissarios, cum hac clausula, yidelicet Cunit 
cum DD. Joh. Thetfordensi suffraganeo, & Joh. Bale Osserensi episc.) 
hi etiam hac clausula (Qiiatenns vos, aut ad minus qualuor vestrikm, 
Scc.^ neenon & hac adjectione (Supplentes nihilominiis, See,) specialiter 
& legitime deputatos, mentis ^ cicumstantiis cajusdam causse sive ne- 

Stii confirmatioois eleettonis de persona vener. & eximii ?iri Ma-;, 
ath. Parker, S. l*heologisB professoris in Archiepisc. 8c pastorem 
ecclesisB eathedralis & metropollticse Christi Cantuariensis, per obitum 
bonsB memoris D. Regin. Pole ultimi archiepisbopi ibidem, vacantis, 
eleeti, factse 8( celebrate, quod coram nobis aliquandiu rertebatur, 8c 
in present! vertitur he pendet indeeiss', rimato primitiis per nos toto & 
integro processu coram nobis in dicto negotio habito 8c facto, atque dili- 
genter recensito, servatisque per nos de jure & statutis hujus regni 
senrandis ad nostri decreti finalis sive sententiie diffinitiTse confirma- 
tionis in hujusmodi negotio ferende proIationem,8ie duximus proceden- 
dam, It procedimus in hunc qui sequitur modum : Quia per acta exhi- 
bita, producta 8c probata coram nobis in hujusmodi confirraationis nego- 
tio, com perimus, 8c luculenter inveniraus electionem ipsam per decanum 
fc capitnlum ecclesie eathedralis & metropoliticse Christi Cantuar. 
prssdictse de pnefato vener. & ezimio viro Mag. Math. Parker electo 
hujusmodi, viro utique provido k, disereto, vitA 8c moribus merit6 com- 
roendato, libero & de legitimo matrimonio procreato, atque in estate 
legitima ft ordine sacerdotal i constituto, rit6 & legitime fuisse & esse 
factam 8c celebratam, nihilque eidem ven. viro Mag. Math. Parker 
electo hujusmodi. de ecclesiasticis institutis obvinsae, seu obviare, quo 
minus in archiep. Cantuar. authoritale dictss III. D. N. Regin. merit6 
debeat confirmari. Idcirc6 nos Will, nuper Bath. & Well, episcopus, 
nunc Cieestriensis electuo, Johannes Scory quondam Cicestriensis epis- 
eopus, nunc eleetus Herefordiensis, Milo Coverdale quondam Exoni- 
ensis epise. & Johan. Bedford, episeopus, commissarii' regii antedicti, 
attentis pnsmissis, & aliis virtut' merit', super quibus prsefatus eleetus 
Cantuariensis fide digno commendatur testimonio, Christi nomine pri- 
mitCta invocato, ac ipsum solum Deum oeulis nostris prsponendo, de 8c 
cam eonsilio jurisperitorum, cum quibus in hac parte communicavimus, 
prasdictam electionem de eodem vener. viro Mag. Math. Parker (ut 
prflsfertur) faetam & celebratam, suprema authoritale diets Ser. D. 
N. Reginss nobis in hac parte commissa, confirmamus ; supplentes ex 
suprema autheritate regia, ex mero prineipis motu, ac certa scientia 
nobis delegata, quidquid in hac eleetione fuerit defectum, tam in hiis 
qusB juxta mandatum nobis creditum k nobis factum 8c processum est, 
•nt in nobis, aut aliquonim nostrorum conditione, statu, facultate ad 
h«o perficienda deest ant deerit ; tam etiam eorum qute per statuta 
hojus Regni AngliSy aut per leges ecclesiasticas, in hac parte requisita 
sunt vel necessaria, prout temporis ratio & rerum prsssentium necessi- 
taa id postulant, per hanc nostram sententiam diffioitivam, sive hoe 
nostrum finale decretnm, quam, sive quod, ad petitionem partium ita 
petentinm fecimus^ 8c promulgamns in his seriptn. 

24 
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No. XII. 

The Rec$rd of Purker's CoMecratwn taken out of the Regiatere of 
the Church of Canterburj, and out of Gorpiu ChriBti College 
Uhrartf tit Cambridge. 

Ilitaom ataae earemonianim ordo in eooaecrando R R. in Chr. patre 
Matth. Parker, arehiepisc. Cant, in Saoello too apod manerium suam 
de Lambeth, die Dominieo, 17, viz. die mentis Jlecembris, Ann. 
Dom. 1559, habit'. 

Priitcifio sacellam tapetibaa ad orienlem adomabBtur, solam ver6 
panno nibru instemebatar; mensa qaoque SHcris peragendis neeessaria, 
lapeto puWinarique ornata ad orientem sita erat. 

QuATUoB prsterea cathedre, quatuor episcopia quibua manos conae- 
erandi arehiepiacopi delegabatur, ad Auatrum Orienialia aaeelli partis 
erant posits. 

ScAMKux prsterea tapeto pulvinaribuaque instratum, cui episcopi 
geniltUB flexia innitcrentur, ante cathedraa ponebatur. 

Paiii quoque modo cathedra scamnumque tapeto poWinarique oma- 
tara archiepiacopo, ad Borealem orienialia ejuadem aaeelli partis plagam 
poMta erant. 

His rebua ita ordine auo inatractia, man^ cirdter quintara aut aextam 
per occidentalero portam ingredilur aacellom arehiepiaeopua to^a talari 
coccinea eaputioque indutua, quatuor prvcedentibas funaliboa, & qaa- 
tuor comitatua episcopia, qui ejus conaecrationi inaerrirent (verbi |;ratia) 
Guill. Barlow olim Bath. & Well, epiaeopo, nano *ver^ad Cicestr. 
episcopatum electo, J oh. Scory oliro Cieeatr. epiaeopo, & nune f ad 
Hereford. Tocaio, Milone (Joverdallo olim Exon. epiaeopo, & Joh. ^ 
Hodgakinne Beflfordice auffraganeo. Qui omnea poatquam aedea sibt 
parataa online ainguli auo occupaaaent, preeea eontinud matotinae per 
Andream Pieraon arehiepiacopi oapellanum clara voce reeitabanturi 
quibua peractia, .loh. Scory (de quo aupra diximoa) suggeatam eoo* 
acendit, atque inde aasumpto aibi m thema, Senioret ergo qui in vobie 
nmt obtecro conoenicr, £^c. non ineleganter concionabatur. 

FiKiTA concione, egrediuntur airaul arehiepiaeopua reliqnique quatuor 
episcopi aacellom, se ad sacram coramunionem paratori ; Neque mora^ 
confeatim per barealem portam || in veatiarium, ad hone modum veatiti 
redeunt; archiepiscopoa niroirum linteo auperpelliceo (quod voeant) 
induebatur, Cicestrenais electuacapA aericA ad aaera peragenda para* 
toa otebatur ; Cui roiniatrabant operamque auam praebebant duo areh- 
iepiacopi Capellani viz. Nicholaa Bullingham Lincolni8e§ arehidiaeOBOSy 
Jk Edmundus Geat Cantuarienaia^ quoque archidiaeonus, eapis serieis 
similiter vestiti. Hereford, electua, & Bedfordienais auffraganeua linteia 
auperpelliceia induehantur. 
MiLo vei*6 Coverdallua nonniai tc^ laneA talari utebator. 
At<iub hunc in moduro veatiti & instrucli ad oomraonimiem eele- 
brandam perrezeront, archiepiscopo genubus flexis ad infimom saeell i 
gradum ae<lente. 

FiviTo tnndem evangelio, Hereford, electus Bedlbrdiae sufTraganeus, 
8c Milo Coverdalus (de quibua aupra> arehiepiscopum eorfim Cioestrena. 
electo apud menaam in cathedra** aedenti, hia verbia adduxerunt. 



* Exemplar Cantuarienae, nunc declo CkatreniL t Cant; nunc Banfvrd, electa* 

iln Cant, deett Hodgtkinne, 
Fond ingreni in vettkaiunu In (exempl. eeel. Cant, deeit. in vafiarhim, , 
In Ex. Cant, deett. orcAMioconw. ICant. T«ipecdv6 anhUHuenH, 

•£x.Cant.M«fcnleu 
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" Rev. in Deo Pater, huno Tirum pium pariter atque dootum tibi offe- 
** rimus atque presentamus, ut arebiepisoopus conseeratur." Poslquam 
h»e* dizisseiit proferebatar illic^ regina diploma 8i?e mandatuin pro 
consecratiooe archie piacopi, quo per rev. rhomam Yale tegum doctorem 
perleeto, sacrainentuin de regio primatu sive suprema ejus autboritate 
taenda juxta statata primo anno regni Seren. Kegin» nostm Blizabeth 
t prornulgata, ab eodem arehiepiseopo exigebatur, quod cum ilie solen- 
niter tactis corporaliter saeris evangeliis, conoeptis verbis praritisset, Ci- 
cestrensis electus^ qtindam prsstktus, atque populum ad (MUtionem 
hortatus, ad litanias decantandas choro respondente se accinxit. Quibus 
finitis, post quGBstiones aliquot arehiepiseopo per Ciceslr. electum pro* 
positas, & post orationes H suffragia qii»dam juxta forinam iibri§ ante- 
dicti parliainenti editi apud Ueum habita, Cicestriensis, Herefordiensis, 
suflTraganeos Bedfoi^ieiisis, & Milo Coverdaliis, raanibus arehiepiseopo 
irapositisR : ** Accipe Cinquiuiit Anglic^^ Spiritum SaQCtum, & gratiam 
Deiqosejam per^ i in posit ionem manuuin in te est, excitare memento. 
Non eniro timoria sed virtutis, diiectionis & sobrietatiR spiritum dedit 
nobis Ueus." His ita dictis, biblia saera illi in manibus ti-adiderunt, 
hujusmodi apud eum verba habentes ; ** ** In legendo, hortando et do- 
'* cendo vide diligens sis, atque ea meditare assidud quae in hisce libris 
*' seripta sunt : noli in his segnis esse, quo incrementum, inde proveniens 
'* omnibus innoteseat, & palkm fiat. Cura quoe ad te ad docendi munos 
"spectant diligenter: hoc enim modo non teipsum solum, sed & re- 
** liquos auditores tuos per Jesum Christ. Dum. nostrum salvabis.*' 
Postqnam hssc dixissent, ad reliqua comraunionis solemnia pergit Cices- 
trenas, nullum arehiepiseopo tiikdens pastorale baeulam : cum quo 
coramunlcabanttt ""^ archiepiacopus, et illi episcopi supra noniinati ; 
com aliis etiam nonnullis. 

Fi?riTis tandem peractisqoe saeris, egreditur per borealem i^ 

Orientis saoelli partis portam arebiepisoopus, quatuor illis comitatus epis- 

eopis, qui eum conseeraverant, & confestlm iisdem ipsis stipatus episoo- 

p'ls, per eandem revertitor portam albo episcopali superpellitio chtm- 

eraque (ut vocant) ex nigro serieo indutus circa collum ver6 collare 

quoddem ex pretiosis pellibus Sabellinis ( vulgo Sable* vocant) ooDsaetum 

j^estabat. Pari qooque modo Cicestrensis £ Hereford, suis episcopali- 

bus amictibus. superpellitio §§ scilicet et chimera uterque induebator. 

U. Coverdallus vero et Bedtbrdise suffiaganeus togis solummocl6 talari* 

bus utebantur. Pergens deinde occidintalem portam veraus archie- 

piseopos, Thome Doyle oaconomo, Johanni liaker thesaurario, et Johan. 

Marche computo rotulario, singnlis^ingulos albos dedit baeulos ; hoc 

acUicet modo ||| eis muneribus et officits suis oimans. 

Hi IS itaque hunc ad modum ordine suo, ut jam ante dictum e8t» 
peraetis, per occidentalem poitam s-.teellum egreditur archiepiscopus 
generosioribuB quibusque sanguine IK ex ejus familia eum prceeedenti- 
DU9, reliquis ver6 eum k tergo sequentibus. 

Acta gestaque hscerant omnia in presentia reverend.*** episcoporum 
Edmondi Gryndall Lond. •piscopi eleeti, Uiehardi Cockes Elienaia 
electi, Ekiwini Sandes Wigorn. eleeti, Anlhonii Hose armigeri prtoci- 
palia k primarii registrarii dicti arehiepiscopoi Thomoe Argall armigeri 

• Cant dbfUteL t Cant. edHa & prom. 

t In Cant-desont hne verba qiued, prttfahu ttque. 

I MdiAt Cant. authorkaU Pari. 1 In Ex. Cant, hee formula Angllef legitar. 

5 Mali leg. tn^uiOmii*. ^ In Ex. Cant, luee (brmala Anglic^ kgitur. 

•ft In Cant, deest. anil. tX MeUAi Cant, orimtafif. 

a In Cant, deest «rt&»(. HI Meliils Cant, w^ 11 Cant dr% 

' Cant in Ckristo iNitram. dent gMic^Mnfnib 
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registrarii^CioetlrieprerogttiTeCantiiuienM, Thmnae Willet k Joh. 
Incent notaiiorum puUiconim, it alaoram "f* qooque nonnollorain. 

Concordat earn origioali in Ubliotheea Collegii Corporis Cbriiti apod 
Cantabrigienses. 

lU tester Matth. Wbinn, Notarhis 
Jan, 8. Pablio & Aead. Cant. Regisira- 

I674, rius Prineipalis. ^ 

Certificate, 

Comb. Jmn. 11. 1674. 

Wk whose names are hereunto subscribed, having seen the original, 
whereof this Writing is a perfect Copy, and considered the Hand, and 
' other Circumstances thereof, are fullj persuaded, that it is a true and 
genuine Record of the Rites and Ceremonies of Archbisbop Parker** 
Consecration, and as ancient as the iHte it bears. In Witness whereof 
ve have hereonto set our Hands, the Day and Year above written. 

Ifen. Pamanf Orat. Pnbl. 
Men. Mote, D. D. 
Ra. Widdnngten^S. T. D. fc D. Marg. P. 

\j> C/. \-». C 

We, the Master and Fellows of Corpus Christi College, in the 
Uuiversity of Cambridge, do hereby declare and certify, that this 
writing, being a narrative of Archbishop Parker's Consecration io 
Lambeth Chapel, is faithfully transcribed from the original Record in 
our College Library; and that we are fully satisfied that the said 
Record is as ancient as the Dale it bears, and the occasion to which it 
doth refer. Nor can we doubt but the plain and evident tokens of 
antiquity which it carries, will as much satisfy any ingenuous persoos 
who shall have a sight thereof; which therefore we shall readily afford 
to those who shall repair to the College for that purpose. 

John Spencer, D. D. Master of the College. 
John Peckover, B, D„ Sam, Becky B. D. 

Eraamm Lane, B. 2>. Men. GoetUnp, B, 1>. 

/?!. Sheldrake, B, D. mil. Brigg^ M- ^^ 

John Bieher, M, A. 

No. XllT. 

In C. C. C. Cambridge, a Parchment Roll is preserved containing the 

Jirincipal evients of Parkei^e Life, all written in his own hand. The 
bllowing is an extract : 

1559. 17, Decembr. Ann. 1559. Conseeratns sum in Archiepisco- 
pum Cantuarien. 

Heu ! Heu ! Domine Deus in qnse tempora servasti me \ Jam veni i n 
profondura aquaram, & tempestas demersit me. 

O ! Domine, vim patior,' respoode pro me, & spiritu too principal! 
Oonfirma me. Homo enim snm, & exigui temporis & minor, &c. 

Da mibi fidium tuarum, &c. 

No. XIV. 

Extracted Jrem the Begieterefthe Metropolitan o/'Canterbnry during 
the Vacancy of that see by the Death of Car dined Pool. 

Reoistrcm Venerabilinm virorum Decani & Capituli Eeclesise Cathe 

dralis & Metropolitic» Christi Cantuar. Cnstod. spiritualitatis Arohie- 

* Mdiat Cant ewrios. tin Cant, dent ^mfiicC 



APPENDIX. 281 

pKcopatfis Cantuariensu, Sede ArehieptaeopAli ibidem per mortem 
Domini Ileginaldi Canlinalis Pole ultimi Archiepisttopi ejosclem Tacante- 
inoipiens mense Novembri, Anno Domini 1558. Magistro Antonio 
Huse, tunc Registrario prineipall dicti Archiepisoopatiis Cantuariensis. 

Incipiant Commissiones faet» Uffieiarijs Provincio et Diocesos Can- 
toar. fol. 1,2,3. 
Fo]. 4. Inhibitiones CommisHU*. Regi» Majestatis, ratione visitationis^ 

per eos faciende, &c. eum relaxatione earumdem, fol. 5. 
Fol. 9. Comroiasio Magistronim Cole et Harpsfield, Vicariorum in 

spiritualibus genei*aliuDi Sede Aroluepiscopaii Cantuar. vacante : Dat.. 

95. Novemb. 1558. 
Pol. 11. b. Testamentum Raafie (Kadnlphi) Uoyera probat 13. Nov. 

1559. 
Fol. 13. Nicolai Baker, ab intestato defuncti, coromissa fuit administra- 
tio Bonorum Richardo Baker, 30. die mens. Oet anno Domini 

1559. 
Ibid. Xtopbori Dagnet : administratio commiasa MargaritsB Dagnet, 24 

die mensis Novembris 1559. 
Fol, 26. Vacatio Sedit Epitcopaiis €Hoce9trensi» per ohitum bona 

memories Domini Jacobi Brooke uttimi Epiecopi ibidem^ tempore 

vacationit Sedia ^^rckkepitcopalit Vantuar, anno Domini 1558. 
Coramissio Decani et Capituli Cantuar. Magistro Jo. Williams 

Legum Doetori, « Yicarium^ Delegaturo et Commissarium nostrum 

in spiritualibus Generalem prselicimus, constitirfraus et deputamus. 

Datfc 3. die mensis Decemb. 1558^ fol. 27. 
Fol. 27. b. XI. die mens. Novemb. an. Dom. 1559. Dominus admisit 

Jo. Wood Clericom ad Eccleaam Parochialem de Welforde Gloces- 

trensis Dioecesis. 
Vacatio Sedia Epiacopalia Bangor. foL 28. 

Vacatio Sedia EpiaeopaliB Hereford, fol 30. 
Comraissio Decani et Capituli Cant Custod. spiritualitatis. Sede Archie- 

piscopali Cantuar. jam vacante Wmo Dalbye L.L.. B. Dat. 3. die 

Decemb. an Dom. 1558. 
Fol. 34. Sexto die mensis Decembris 1559. Dominus admisit Thomam 

Taylour Clericam ad Etclesiam Parochialem de Kingsland. 
Fol. 33. b. Septimodie mensis Decemb. Anno Domini 1559. Dominus 

admisit Richardum Aldridge Clericum ad Canonieatum et Prnbendam 

de Whittington in Ecclesia Cathedral! Hereford, &ic. 
Vacatio Sedia EpiacopaJia Oxon fol. 39. b, 
Commissio Decani et Capit. Cant. Magistro Waltero Wright Legum 

Doct* Arcliidiac. Oxon Sede Arch. Cant, jam vacante, Dat. S'die- 

mens. Deeemb. Anno Domini 1558. 
Fol. 40. b. Yicesimo quarto die mensis Novemb. anno Dbmihi I'559. 

Dominu&i^niait Augustinum Hatton Clencum.ad Bcdesiam Paroch. 

de Cbyrmet. &c. 

Vacatio. Sedia Epiacopaiia Ciceatrenaia, 
Commissio, jtc. Magistro Roberto Taylour L. L. B. Dat. 2. Januarij 

1558. fol. 41. b. 42. 
S^oundo die mensis Decembris anno Domini ltlS9. Dominus arlmi&it 
Robertum Brown Clericum ad Vicarilim perpetuam Ecclesiar Paro* 
ahialis de Hartfeld, fol. 46. a. 
Quarto die mensis Decembris prsadlcti Dbmlnus admisit Christophoram.. 

Green, Clericum, ad Ecclesiam Parochialem de Hamsey, ibid. 
Qpintodie mensis Decembris anno Dom. 1559, probatum fuit Testitt^ 

mentum Richardi Swaynsoo, fbl. 55» a. 
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VmcatiA SedHt £pk€0fali9 Sammy foL 71 c^ 
Fol 74, b. Breve Keg. llat. 9. Octob. Regni prime fro admissioDe 

ad Prvbendam de Grantham Boreal, in Eccles. Cathed.-s-Saram. 
Nono die mensia Novembrit. 1559, Dominus vigore Brevis Regij ad- 
miiit Magittrttm. Walterum Wright L. L. D. ad Caaooieatam et rne- 
bendam de Grantham Boreali in EUsclesia Catbedr* Sanim , &c. 
Fol. 75. a. Septimo die mentis ileeembris anno Domini Ii559. Domi- 
nus admiut Jo.. Djiloye Clericum ad Rectoriam sive Ecclesiam 
PrsDbendalem de Byghopstooe Saram, Dioeces. 
Vacaiio Soli* Epiaeopalu London, fol, 7.8. b. 
Tet'tio die Novembris 1559^. comYnissa fuit administratio bonoram 
Wini Woddison nuper ParoehissS. Andreein BoUboarne Mai^;aret8& 
Torset prox. consanguinese, fol. 90. a. 
Seoundo die roensie Deeerabria, anno Domini 1559. Dorainas admisit 
Gabrielem Goodman Clerieum. A. M. ad Canonicatttm et Prseben- 
dam de Cheswick in Eccles. Cathedr. D. Pauli London fol. 80. a. 
Vacation Seiko M^copalio fVinton, fol 90. a. 
Fol. 92. a. Primo die mensis Decemb. anno Domini 1^59. Dominus 
admisit Walterum Wright otriusque juris Doetorem ad Canoniea- 
tum et Pnebendam in Ecelesia Cathed. sanet» ftc individucs Trinita- 
tis Winton, quos Thomas Harding Clerieus. nuper obltnoit. 
Uiid. b.Seeundo die mensis De«embris,.anno Domini proediet. Dominus 
admisit David Griffith Clei-ieuro ad Vieariam pei-petuam Eceles- 
Paroch. de PrestoYt Candover Winton. Dioeces. 
Vacatio SedU ^biocopalio JUnoolnyfoi, 24. b, 
Sexto die mensis Decembris anno Domini 1559. Dominus admisit 
Uumfridum Naturel ad Rectoriam de Winteriugsliam Lincoln. Dio- 
eces.. fol. 98. b. 

Vacatio Sedio EpUcopalia MenerxnoUyfaL 94, b, 
^hid. b. Honorabilibus et spectabilibus viris Dominis Baronibus et The- 
saurario Schaccarij illastrissimae in Christo Principis & Dominoe nos-. 
tree Dominae Elizabeths Dei gratid, &c. Nicolaus Wootten utriusque 
Juris Doctor Decanus Eeclesiee Cath. et Metropoliticse CItnsti Can- 
tuariensis et ejusdem Ecclesisc Capitulum^ Costodes spiritual itatis, 
Sede Archiepiseopali Cantuar. jam vacante^ ad quos omnis et omni- 
modajurisdictiospiritualis et Eeclesiastica, quae ad Episcopum Mene- 
vensem Sede pleni pertinuit, ipsft Sede jam vacante notori^ dignm- 
, c^itur pertinere, salutem in Dommo sempiteraam, &c. Datum 17. die 
mensis Nov. anno Domini 1559. 
Vacatio Sedio Episcopatio Aaoaphensio, 
Primo die mensis Decemb. anno Domini 1559. Dominus admisit Ro- 
bertum Whetlel Clericum ad Canonicatum et Praebendam de Llanj- 
wyth in Eccles. Cathedr. Assnphensi. fol. 100. b. 
Vacatio Sedit Epiocopalia PetriburgenoiOyfoL 10^; 
Undecimo dei mensis Novembris, anno Domini 15^9. Dominus admisit 
Johan. Deybanke, Clericum ad Rectoriam sive Ecclesiam Parochia< 
lem de Eston supra montem juxta villam Stamfordie Petribui'gensis 
Dioecesis, &c. 

Vacatio Sedio Epiocopdlio.EUenoio. 
Fol. 102. b. Testamentum Jo. Cowpar probatum fuit quinto die De- 
cemb. 1559. 

Vacatio Sedio.. EtUeopalio Eocon* 
Fol. 106. Secundo die mensis Decemb. Dominus admisit Jo. Tucker 

Clericum ad Eccles. Paroch. de Southley Exon. Dioeces. 
Ibid. Octavio die mensis Decembris anno Domini prsedioto Dominus 
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adinisit Thomam Kent Clerkam Rd Reetoriam sire Eeetet. Paroch. 
de Tetburne, Kxoq. Dioeoes* 

Consonlat ettin Originali, 
Ita tester 
RiCARDua UuiCBELBT, Not. Pub. 



No. XV. 

Extracts from the Regiitert of the Prerogative Court during the 

tame time, 

E Registro Curi» Prsrogat'iTffi Cantoariensis extraetum. 

LiBEK seeandus Testamentorum, deeedentumi per ProTineiam Cantu- 
arienaem habentium, &c. quorum Testameata autoritate Venerabiliura 
▼irorum Decani et Capituli EcclesisB Metropolitioee Christi Cantaarien^ 
sis^ ad quc^oronis et omninioda Jurisdietio splritualis et Eeolesiastica 
quae ad Areniepiscopum Cantuariensem Sede p1en& pertinuity.ips& Sede 
per mortem bonse memorise Domini ReginaUli Poli Cardinalis Cantaa- 
riensis Aiyhiepiseopi^ 8cc. jam racante netorie speetat et pertinet, ap- 
probat. et insinuat. k primo die mensis Aprilia, anno Domini 15591; 
osqiie , diem mensfa Deeembris, ex tunc proxime 

sequeotem Magistro Gualtero Haddbn Curiee Prerogativn diotorum 
I>eeani et Capituli Citstode et Commissario) ac 'rhoroa Argatl Re- 
gbtraiio. 

In Libro preedicto roeat. . 

Chatnat. 

* In the name of God, •^m^n. The 24. day of Augutt^ in the yere 
of our Lord God a Thousand five hundred fiftye and eighty and in the 
gfte and syxte yeres of the Reignes of our soveraigne Lord and Ladye 
King PhUbfpp and Queene Maryey L Edward Upgcery of Stokketleg in 
the parysh of tiUton in the Goontye of Bed. Voman, &cc. 

Probatum fuit supraseriptum Testamentum coram Magistro Waltero 
liaddon Legum Doctora Curiae Preerc^tivoe Cantaariensis Custode 
sive Commissario Sede Archiepiscopali jam vacante quinto decimo- men- 
sis Septembris anno Domini 1559. juramento Richardi Byg Execotoris 
in hujusroodi Testaments nominati, oui^&c. ao de pleno et fideli inven- 
tarioy&c. neenon de piano et vero compute, kc. reddend. jurat Job. 
Spyoer alis Uellder executnre demortuo. 

Probatum fuit hujusmodi Testamentum coram Magistro Waltero 
Haddon Legnm Doetore Cnrin Praerogativn Cantoariensis Custode 
sire Commissario ibiilem jam vacante apud London, decimo octavadie 
mensis Septembris Anno Dontini 1559* jtiramento Matheet Ffeilde et 
Thomsfr Eaton Executorum in hujusmodi Testamento nominatoruro, 
qaibos commissa fuit Admiiiistratk), Sec de bene> &e. ae de pleno In- 
Tentario. nee non de vero & piano coropoto reddend, ad sancta Dei 
Emngelia jurat. 

T. Johannis SimiUe actus pntbatiorda* 19. Septemb. t559 

Benet. 
T. Johannis SimUis actus probationis. 19i Septemb. 1559 

Thargood. 

f Probatum fuit suprk seriptum Testamentum coram Magistro Wal- 
tero Haddon, Legum Doetore, Curie Preerogatiyae Cantuariensis Cus- 

* T. Edward Spyeer. tT. Johannis Blaekaall. 
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tilde live CommiiHBi»-St«b Arahiepiteopali ibidem tunevaeante leenn- 
do die roenais Oetobrit Anno Domini 1559. ac approbatam, Sco. jura- 
mento Roberti Temple^ Proearatoria Elizabethss relictse k ezeeutridi 
to bujusroodi 'restamento iiominat. eui eommiaaa fuit admiDistratio, kc. 
de bene 9t fideliter adniinistrand» eadera, &c. ao de pleno H fideli in- 
Tentario, &e. exhi>>end. &c. nee oon de piano It vero eomputo red- 
dead, flto. ad sancta Dei ETangelja jurat. 

T. WiUelmi SimiUM actut probaiimit. 4. Oetob. 1559 

Roflse. 
T. Edwardi SimiHa actut probtUionit. 4. Oetob. 1559 

Hodgekins. 
T.. Johaoois SindUt actut prtbaiiomt. 5. Oetob. 1559 

Blunte. 
T. Jobannis SimOU actut probationU. 14. Oetob. 1559 

Ffuller. 
T. Roberti SimiUt actut probatitmt. 15. Oetob. 15^ 

Adann. 
T.. Richardi SimiUt actut. prohatUmit, 20. Oetob. 1559^ 

Lavrenee. 
T. Johannu SimHit aetu*^ probationit. 20, Oolob. 1559: 

Milles. 
TV Jobannis SUmiUt actus prohatiomt» 20. Oetob. 1559 

Swynbome. 
T. Jobannis SimiUt actut. probatitnit, 23; Oetob. 1559^ 

Cbapman. 
T. ThomsB Simiiif actut probationit. 2^. Oetob. 1559 

Blase. 
T. Anthonii SimiKt actut probationit, 24i Oetob. 1559- 

Kagkells. 
T. Jobannis SimiHt actut probationit, 25. Oetob. 1559 

Pojnte. 
T. Aymetis SimiHt actut probationit. 25. Oetob. 1559 

Watson. 
T. Margaret SimiHt actut probationit, 25. Oetob. 1559 

Geffroy. 
T. Jobannis SimiHt actut probationit, 2. Novemb. 1559- 

Gaste. 
T. Willelmi SimiJlit actut probationit, 2. Novemb. 1559 

Gybson. 
T. Elizabeth SimiHt actut probationit, 3. Novemb. 1559 

Walker. 
T. Jobannis SimiHt actut probationit, 3. Novemb. 1559 

Drylande, 
T.^ Jobannis SimiHt actut probationit, 5. Novemb. 1559 

Dowee 
T. Willelmi SimiHt actut probationit, &. Novemb. 1559 

Hobsoo. 
T. TboroiB SimiHt actut probationit, 6. Novemb. 1559 

Borastoi». 
T. Jobannis SimiHt actut probationit, — Novemb. 1559. 

Galhampton. 
T. Georgii SimiHt actut probationit, — Novemb. 1559' 

Alvn. 
T. Tbomso Similit agtut probationit. % Decemb..l559. 

Raynold^Cler. 
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T. Elene Similit actut probaiiotiu. 2. Decemb. 1559 

Abbott. 
T. Thomae SimUu aetua probaUonu, 2. Decemb. 1^59 

Slythoerst. 
T. Tbomn Simiiit actut probationit, 4. Deeemb. 1559 

God man. 
T. Richardi SimilU actut probationis, 4. Decemb. 1559 

Standysh. 
T. Willelmi Simiiit actut probationit, 6. Decemb. 1559 

Culpeper. 
T. Johannis Simiiit actut probationit. 6. Deeemb. 1559 

Ovenden. 
T. Willelmi Simiiit actut probationit. 7* Decemb. 1559 

Chamber.' 
T. Uugonis Simiiit actut probationit, 9. Decemb. 1559 

Marydall. 
T. Johannis Simiiit actut probationit. 9. Decemb. 1559 

Nele. 

SentenUa Super Tettamentum WiUelmi Chertound. 

lis Del nomine. Amen. Auditia, visis et intellectis, ac pienari^ et 
mature diseuasit per nos Walterum Uaddon, Legum Doctorem Curiae 
Prerogatiir. • Kcclesiie Cbriati Cantauriensis Custodem sive Comrais 
aiarum auctoritate Keverendissimi in Chriato Patris ac D. D. Mathei, 
permissione Divinft Cantaariensis Archiepisoopi, totius Augli» Primatis 
et Metropolitani, electum et oonfirmaturo, sufficienter et legitime de- 
putBtom, mentis et circumvtantijs oujuadam causse testamenurie sive 
probationis testamenti sive ultimie voluntatis Guillelmi Chersound, 
nuper de Vallinge Roff. Dioeces defuncti, habentis, &c. 

Lecta & lata fuit hujusmedi sententia definitira, per Magistrum 
Walterum Haddon, Legum Doctorem, Commissarium, &c. Curi» 
Pmrogativae; autoritate R. in Christo Patris et Domini Mathsej, 
permissione Dirink Cantuar. Arehiepiscopi, electi et confirmati unded- 
mo die mensis Decembris anno Domini 1559. in loco consaeto London, 
judicia^iter sedentis in pr»sentift mei Thomse Argall, Hegistrarij, &e. 
ad petitionem Allen, Prooaratoris rhomazynoe Chersounde ; in prse* 
aentli Johannis Incent, Procuratoris Georgij Chei*8ounde; prssenti- 
bus tunc ibidem Magistris David Lewes, Valentino Dale, et Henrico 
Jones, Legum Doctoribus, testibus, &c. super quibus dictus Allen re- 
quisivit me prsefatum Registrarium ad conficiendnm sibi instrumentum 
Publicum, ic. 

Sententia tupra Codicillo Roberti Leche. 

In Dei nomine, Amen. Auditis, visis et intelleetis ac plenari^ et 
mator^ discussis per Walterum Haddon, Legum Doctorem, Ciiriee 
Pr8sr(^tiv8c Cantauriensis Custodem, Magistrum sive Coromissarium 
rit^ et legitime deputatum, mentis et circumstantijs cujusdam causae 
testamentarie sive eodicillaris cujusdam Roberti Leche, dum visit de 
Colcestria London. Dioeces. habentis, &c. 

Lecta et hujusmodi sententia definitiva per venerabilem virum 
Magistrum Walterum Haddon, Legum Doctorem, Curia prserogativae 
Cantoariensis Custodem sive Commissarium ; autoritate R. in Christo 
Patris et D. D. Mathsei. permissione Divin& Cantuariensis Archiepiscopi 
electi et confirmati undecimo die mensis Decembris 1559. in loco con-, 
sneto London, judicialiter 'sedentis, in prsesentiJi mei Thomn ArgalU 
Registrarij, et ad petitionem Johannis Lewes, Procuratoris Willelmi 
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Brown in prsesentiA Christofon Smyth, Proeuratoris Eleonorte et Ed- 
mundi Leche, prsesentibiis tunc ibidem Mag^tris Davkie I^wes, Valen- 
tino Dale, et Henrico Jones, testibus, &c. super quibus Lewes requisi- 
Tit me pnefatum 'Ihoman Argall ad confieiendum sibi instramentam 
publicum. 

In Libra vocaH Mellerghe. 

*PiioRATUM fuit liuju»nMx]i testaroentum coram Magistro Waltero 
Uaddon, Legum Doctore, Curi» Prerogativse Cantuariensis Castode 
sive Commissiario apiad London undecimo die mensis Uecembris anno 
Domini 1559. juramento Hoberti Allen Proeuratoris Tbomazinse Cher- 
sounde relicts, et executricis in hujosmodi testamento nominatse, cui 
commissa fuit Administratio, &c. de bene, &c. ac de pleno inventario 
iiec nou de vero et piano coroputo reddendo ad sancta Dei Evangelia 
jurat. 

SefUentiii dffiniiiva ex parte WUlelmi Browne cum Eleonora & 

Udmand, Lecbe, 

Ix Dei nomine. Amen. Auditis.visis et Intel lectis ac plenaii^ et mature 
discussis per nos Walterum H addon, Legum Doctorem, Curiae Praero- 
gativse Cantuariensis Castodem, Magistrum sive Commissarium rit^ et 
legitime depotatom meritis et circumstantijs cujusdam causae testamen- 
tariae sive codicil laris cujusdam Roberti Lecbe defuncti, &e. 

Lecta et lata fuit hujusmodi sententia definitiva per renerabilem 
Magistrum Walterum liaddon, Legum Doctorem, Curiae Praerogativae 
Cantuariensis Cnstodem sive Commissarium ; autoritate Reverendissimi 
in Christo Patns et D. D. Mathaei, permissione Divinft Cantuariensis 
Archiepiscopi elect i et confirmati undecimo die mensis Decembris 1559. 
in loco consueto judieialiter sedentis: in praesenti^ mei Thomae Argall 
Uegistrarij, &c. ad petitionem Johannis Lewes, Proeuratoris Gaillelmi 
Browne, m praesentift Christophori 3myth, Procuratoi:is EleonorOB et 
Edmundi Leehe, praesentibus tune ibidem Magistris Davide Lewes, 
Valentino Dale et Henrico Jones, testibus, &c. super quibus Lewes re- 
qoisivit me praefatum Thomam Argall ad confieiendum nbi instrumen- 
turn Publicum, &e. 

j* Probaturo fuit hujusmodi Testameotum coram Magistro Waltero 
liaddon, Legum Doctoi*e, Curiae Praerogativae Cantuariensis Custode 
sive Commissario, apud London.decimo tertio die mensis Decembris 
1559. juramento Johannis Ffarnam, ezecutoris in hujusmodi Testa- 
mento nominati, cui commissa fuit administratio, &o. de bene, S(0. aede 
pleno inventario necnon de vcro & piano computo reddenda ad saneta 
Dei Evangel ia jurat. 

T. Augostini SimilU actiu probaiionit, 13. Deeemb. 1559 

Harris. 
T. Koberli SimUit acttu probaiionie. 14. Deeemb. 1559 

Mayeole. 
T. Margeriae StnuHs actua probatimiA^ 14. Deeemb. 155d 

Wynter. 
T. Tboinae SinddB actus probationit. 15. Deeemb. 1559 

Dyer. 

Hehb. FAnnAVT, 
Registrarius deputAtus. 

t T. Guillelmi Chenoonde. f T- Tfaonue Matletiuii 
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EzmnioBtam per nos, 

GUILLBLMUM LlGAKD, 

Notarium Publicnni, 

CrUILLBLMUM StUBBS, 

Notarium Publieum. 

E Regiatro Curia Prarogativa Cantuarienna Extractum, 

Liber Aetorum administnitionara bonorum ab intettato decedentiam 
aatm'itate Keverendissinii Patris D. D. Mathis, permissioae UivinA 
CantuaiiensM Archrcpiscopi, totius Anglia Primatis et MetropoUtani 
Commissarum k nono viz, die roensis Decembris 1559. Magistro 
Waltero Haddon, Legum Ooctore, ejuadem Curise Prsrogativs 
Cantnarienab Cnstode sive Comrnissario, et Thoma Argall Kegis- 
trario. 

JS Libro pr^dicto. 

December anno Domini 1559. 

jinno Secunth Elizabeth. Beirut, 1559. 

Elizabeth, 

* Dbcimo tertio Decembrit emanavit Commiasio FfranciacB Bridget 
alias Fitz-Hugh ad adroiniatranda bona, jura et oredita Elizabeth Fitz- 
Hugh defuncts, dum visit filie naturalis et legitime ac legataiin in 
Testamento Richardi Fitz-Hugh f Good wick defuncti habentis, &c. 
in personik Chrtstophori Kobinaon Notarij Public! Procuratorts, &c. 
jurat. 

Johannet Stfmpaon Ckricua. 

Dedmn nono Decembris emanavit Commissio Guillelmo Sympaon 
et Eduardo Sympson tratribus naturalibus et legitimis Johannis Symp- 
son Clerici, Uectoris Ecclesiaa Parochialis Thurraston in Comitatu 
Leit-Beeseby, in Comitatu Lincoln, et in Comitatu Devon, 

defuncti habentis, &c. ad administrandum bona, jura et credita de bene, 
&c. in personft Justiniani Hydd Procuratoris, itc. jurat. 

Heitb. Farraitt, 
Registrariua deputatus. 
Examinatum per nos 
GuiLiELUUM Legard, NotaHum Publicum, et 
GuiLLSLMUM Stubbs, Notarium Publicum. 



No. XVI. 

Extract ex, Regiatro Parkeri, 

YACATIO Sedia Epiacopalia London per deprivatimem Domini 
Edmundi Bonner^ Ah. Dom, 1559. Reg, 1. fol, 146. 

Decimo nono die mensis Decembris A. D. 1559. apud Lambehithe, 
Reverendiasimus admiait Ricbardnm Coton ad Vicariam perpetuam 
Ecctesis Parochialis de Braughyn, London. Dioeces. 

Scriptom fuit Archidiaconi Middlesex, sen ejus Official!, &c. ad indu« 
cendnm, fcc 

Vacatio Sedia Epiacopalia Eltenaia per deprvoaHnmem Domini Thomm 
Thirleby^A. X». 1569. 1. Parker, fol, 146. b. 

Decimo nono die mensis Decembris, A. D* 1559. apud Lambehithe, 
Reverendiasimus admisit Johannem Ebdem Clericum S. T. B. ad 
Canooioatum et Praebendam septimi aUlli ex parte Auatrali in EeclesiA 

* Lioooln. t Oregorij. 
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CathedniH Elienii, ipmrnque Cttnonieum et PnebendAriam ibidem 
iostitult. 

Seriptum fuit Decano et Capitolo Eeelcsi» Cathedralis Eliemb 
predict, seu eorum Vieegerent. ad inducendum, &e. 

Viceaimo primo <lie Deoembris predict, apad Lftmbehithe, Reveren- 
diftaimtts, admisit Jo. Povy S. T. P. ad Canooicatam, &c. at aupm, 

Seriptum fuit Uecano et Capituio Elieiisi, ut antea. 

Vacatio SedU EpucopatU Samm, per mortem Domini Jo. Caportf 
uUitni EpitcopiUndem,^. J). 1559. 1. Parker, fol, 148. 

Viceaimo primo die mensia Decembria. A. D. 1559. apad Lambe- 
bithe, RcTerendiasimua admiait Jacobum Make Clericum. ad Yicariam 
perpetuam Eccleaiae Parochialia de Broughhale-Berge, barom Dioe- 



Decimo aezto die Januarij, Heverendiaakmoa admiait Jacobum Coode 
Clericum, ad Eccleaiam Paroch. S. Edmundi clvitatia nov8& Saruni. 

Decimo sexto die Januarij, Ueverendisaimoa admiait Griffinum 
Williama Clericum, ad Eccleaiam Paroch* de Wroughton Sanun. 
Dioecea. 

Decimo aeptimo die menais Januarij. 1559*60. Ileyerendiaaimas 
admiait Withelmura Hemmerford Clericam S. T. B. ad -Canonicatam 
et Piebeiidam de Slape, aliaa Slepe, in Eccleaift Cathedrali Saram. &cc. 



No. XVII. 

Jittettationi againtt the Fable o/Parker'a Coruecraiion at the Naga-head. 

I. The Atteatation of the Biahop of Durham. 

Whereab I am moat injurioualy and alanderoualy traduced by a name- 
leaa Author, calling liimaelt JV". A. in a Book aaid to be printed at 
Rouen, 1657, entitutled, f^ Treatue of the J^ature of Cathtdick 
Faith and Heresy ) aa if upon the preaenting of a certain Book in the 
Upper Hou8e,in tne Beginning of the late Parliament, proWng aa he 
aaith, the Proteatant Biahopa had no Succeaaion, nor Consecratioa, and 
therefore no Bishopa, and by Consequence ought not to ait in Parlia- 
ment, I ahould make a Speech againat the aaid Book in my own and all 
the Biaho{ja' Behalf, endeavouring to prove Succeaaion from the late 
Catholick Bishopa faa he there stylea them) who by Impoaition of 
Handa ordained the nrat Proteatant Biahopa at the JVoffahead in Chtap- 
tiele, aa waa notorioua to all the World, ko. 

1 do hereby in the Preaenoe of Almighty God aolemnly protest and 
declare to all the World, that what tliia Author there affirma coneem- 
ing me is a moat notorioua Untruth, and a groaa Slander : for to the 
beat of my Knowledge and Remembrance, no auoh Book, aa he there 
mentiona, waa ever preaented to the Upper House in that or any other 
Parliament that I ever aat in ; and if there had, ooald never have made 
soch a Speech aa ia there pretended, aeeing I have ever spoken ae- 
oordine to my Thoaghta, and alwaya believed that Fable of the Ah^V- 
head Consecration to have proceeded from the Father of Lyea, aa the 
authentick Recorda of the Church at ill extant, which were so faithfolly 
tranacribed, and pobliahed by Mr. Maoon, do evidently testify. And 
whereas the aame impudent Libeller doth moreover aay, that' what he 
there affirma waa told to many, by one of the ancienteat Peera of 
England preaent in Parliament, when I made thia pretended Speech, 
and that he ia ready to depoae the aame upon his Oath, and that he ean- 
not believe any will be ao impudent to deny a thing ao notorioua, where- 
of there are aa many Witneaaea living, aa there are Lorda and Biahops 
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Uwt were that Daj in the Upper House of Parliament, ^e* I answer, 
that I am yerj oawilling to believe any Peer of £!n^/ancf should hare 
•o little Sense of his Conscience and Honour, as either to swear, or so 
tBuch as affirm such a notorious Untruth. And therefore for the 
Justification of mj sel^ and Manifestation of the Truth in this par- 
ticular, I do Greel/ and willingly appeal (as he directs roe) to those 
many honorable Persona, the Lords Spiritual and Temporal yet alive, 
ywha sate in the House of Peers in that Pariiament, or to as many of 
them as this my Protestation shall come to, for a true Certificate 
of what they know or believe concerning this Matter; humbly d'e* 
airing them, and charging it upon their Sc^ls, as they will answer it to 
CroD at the Ilay of Judgment^ that thej will 1»e pleased to testify the 
Truth, and nothing but the Truth hereui, to the best of their Know- 
ledge and Remeni^ranGe, without any favour or Affection to me at 
all. I cannot reasonably be suspected by any indifferent Man, of 
denying any thing that I know or believe to be true, seeing I am so 
shortly, in all Probability, to render an Account to the Searcher of 
Hearts, of all ray Words and Actions, being now (at the least) upon 
the ninety-fifth Year of my Age<. And 1 acknowledge it a great 
Merey and Favour (^ God, that he hath reserved me thut Ibng, to 
elear the Church of England and my self of this most mHorions Slan- 
der, before he takes nne to himself. For I cannot imagine any Reason 
whj this shameless Writer might not have cast the sanie upon any of 
my reverend Brettiren as well as me, but only that 1 being ttie eldest^ 
it was probable I might be in my Grave before this Antruth could be 
taken notice «f in the World. And now 1 ^hank God I can cheerfully 
sCng my ^unc JHmittit, unless tt please Him to reserve me for the like 
Service hereafter; for I desire not to live any longer upon Earth, 
than' he shall be pleased to make me his Instrument to defend th« 
Truth* and promote his Glory. And lor the more solemn and full 
Confirmation of this my free and voluntary Protestation and Declara- 
tion, I have hereunto set my Hand and Seal this seventeenth Day of 
Jubf, ^nn. Dom, 16^. 

Signed) sealed, published, and declared in the Presence of 

Tho. Siomdert, sen. ft. ^^* 

Tho. Saundert, jun. Ev&n JOavietf, 

John Bdrwicki Olerk. 

I Telnat Holder^ Publick Notary, being requested by the Right ReVeo 
rend Father in Gos Thamtu Lord Bishop of Dureame^ at the House 
of ThomoM Saundert, Esq { in the Parish of Flamstead in the County 
dt! Hartfirdf in the Year of our Lord, Month and Day above specified, 
wiw then and there personally present, where and when the said reve- 
rend Bishop did sign, publish and declare this his Protestatioh and 
Declaration above written to be his Act and Deed, and did cause his 
antheotiek Epiaeopal Seal to be thereto affixed in the presence oif the 
Witnesses, whose Names are thereto subscribed : And did there andl 
then likewise s^, publish and declare as his Act and Deed^ another 
of the same Tenor written in Paper, which he signed with his mahual 
Seal, in the Presence of tlie same Witnesses. All this I heard, aaw 
and therefore know to be done. In Testimony whereof I have sub- 
aeribed, and thereto put my usual and acciistbmed Notaries sign. 

Thbim ihlder, Publick Notary. 
25 
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No. XVIU. 

The Certifieate of tome other Buhopi, 

WiinsAi we the tunrWing Bishops of the Church of England^ vbo 
Mti n the Parliiiment, began at fVetttnintter the third of JVotvm* 
ttTy 1640, were requireid by oar reyerend Brother the Lord Bishop of 
Dwrttme^ to deelare and attest the Truth, concerning an Impatation 
east apon him in the Pamphlet of that nameless Author mentioned in 
ID his Protestation and Declaration here prefixed. And whereas we 
are obliged to perform what he request eth, both for the Justification of 
the Truth, and for the clearing of our selres of another slanderous 
Asperuon, which the same Author casteth upon us, as if we had heard 
oar said reverend Brother make such a Speech, as is there pretended 
and bv our Silence had apprav'd what that Libeller falsely affirmeth 
was delivered in it. "We do hereby solemnly protest and deelare 
before Gos and all the World, that we never knew of any such Book 
presented to the House of Peers, as he there pretendeth, nor believe 
any such was ever presented; and therefore coold never hear any 
such Speech made against it, as he mentioneth, by our said reverend 
Brother or any other, much less approve of it by our Silence. And if 
any such Book had been presented, or any such Speech had been made 
dbiere is none among us so ignorant or negligent of his Doty in defend- 
Dg the Truth, but would have been both able and ready to have con- 
futed so groundless a Fable, as the pretended Consecration of Bishops, 
at the ^agshead, out of the authentick and known Registers of the 
Church still extant, mentioned and faithfully transcribed and puhlished 
by Mr. Mason so long before. For the Confirmation of which Truth, 
and Attestation of what our said reverend Brother hath herewith pro- 
tested and declared, we have hereunto set our hands. Dated the nine- 
teenth Day of Juli/, An, Dom, 1658. 

London M, Ely^ Jo, Roffent. 
Br, Sarum Oxford. 

Bath and fVelh, 



iNo. XIX. 

Another Certificate of tome Peers, 

Wiof the Lords Temporal, whose Names are here underwritten, who 
sat in the Parliament begun at fFestmintter the third D»j of JWoem- 
beVf 1640, being desired by the Bishop of Diiresme to testify oar 
Knowledge concerning an Imputatk>n cast upon him, about a Speech 
pretended to be made by him in that Parliament, nwre partioularKr 
mentioned and disavowed in his prefixed Protestation, do hereby testi^ 
and declare, that to the best of our Knowledge and RemerobraQee^ no 
such Book against Bishops, as is there mentioned was presented to the 
House of Peers in that Parliament, And consequently, that no sueh 
Speech, as is there pretended, was or cottid be made by him or any 
other i^inst it. In Testimonywhereof, we have signed this our Attesta- 
tion with our own Hands. Dated the nineteenth Day of Jvfy, An, 
Dom. 1658. 

Dorchester^ JAndaept 

Rutland^ ' Southamf49n, 

.Uncotn, Dewmswpe^ 

CHveftmdf Monmonth, 

Dtfoer. 
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These Certifientes were also signed bv the Bishop of Bangor, the 
Marquis of Hertford, the Earls of Manchester, Berkshire and New- 
port, and Lords Willoughby of Parhamand Lovelace. See Co\trayer*9 
Defence^ vol. L p. 247. 



No. XX. 

Jinother Certificate of the Clerk of the ParUament, 

Ufon Search made in the Book of the Lords House, I do not find any 
sueh Hook preaeoted, nor any Entry of any luoh Speech made by 
Bishop Morton* 

Heray Scobel Clerk of the Parliament. 

W E whose Names are hereunto subscribed being Clerks in the honor- 
able House of Peers during the Parliament begun at West, the third 
day of J^ovembeTy 1640, who according to our several Places and Of- 
fices did give continual Attendance in the said House, and, as our Duty 
required, did respectively and particularly observe whatsoever was de- 
bated and concluded in it : Do hereby testify and declare that to the best 
of our Knowledge and Remembrance, no such book was presented to 
that honorable House, nor any such Speech made in it, by the Uev. 
Bishop of Duretme, or any other, as are mentioned and disavowed ia 
his Lordship's Protestation and Declaration here prefixed. And there- 
fore we have freely and voluntarily given this our Attestation for the 
Confirmation of the Truth of what is affirmed and declared by the said 
Bishop in his said Protestation. In witnesse whereof we have there- 
unto set our Hands. Dated the twenty -seventh day of December, 
A, JD. 1658. 

Cleric Parliamentorum. 
JO* Jixoewne, 
Jo, Throckmorton, 
Sa. Smth 



No. xxr. 

The Chapter of Winchester's Jlet, certifying to the Qtteen their EleC" 

tionofiiurn. 

E Registro Decani et Capituii Winlon Extractum. 

ExcEXtBHTissiMA et lllustrissimeB in Christo Principi et Domino^ nQ»< 
tr«B DominsB Elizabetbse Dei gratia Anglise, Francise et Hibemise^ Regi- 
nse, fidei defens. See. Vesiri Humiles et devoti subditi Decanus Ecde- 
siss veatrsB sanctea Trinitaiis Winton. et ejusdem Ecclesiee^ Capitulum 
(»nnimodam revereutiam et obedientiam tam Illustrissimse Principi de- 
bitas cum omni felicitatis successa. Regie vestroe Celsitudini tenore 
prsBsentittro intimamus et sigiiificamus, quod die Mercurij videlicet 
quarto die mensis Deeembris Literas vestras Regias de Cong^ (TEHref 
vestro magoo sigillo AnglicB ac etiam Literas Qommendajitias priyato 
sigillo Illuttrisaimta Majestatis vestr» sigillatas et consignatas, ac nobis 
direetas in domo nostri Capitolari cum e& <]p». fideles deeet subditos 
reverentii recepimas, ae tune ibidem juzta diotarum vestra Celsitudinis 
Literarum teoorem . ad electionem futuri.. fipiscopi et Pastoris. in dietft 
EoelesiH vestrft Caihedrali, quae jamdwium pcir legitimam. duprivatio- 
nem ultimi Episcopi ejusdem viduattk «i Pastoris solatio destitute fuit, 
proecdendum foi*e decrevimus, onMHlM)tits ejuydLeovEcitlesiniiCuionieot 
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et Prvbendariot ao alioi in ei parte interette habentes eitaodos et to- 
eaodot ad diem decimum eiaadem mensis Decembris tua suffnigia et 
Yooei daturas euravimua. Quo quidem die dceimo adveniente, invocato 
^(U divino auxilio^ et pi'ecibus Deo optimo Maximo suppUciier aate 
omnia per nos fusis^ io domo ncwtitk Oapitulari coogregati et plenum 
Capitulum faeientes, ad eleetionem pr^ictam Canonic^ juxta Legea 
EocleMasiieas ao statuta bujus Ucgni Anglitt faciendam proceasimus, ae 
post tractal^um diligentem inter nos babiium quft. y'lk de futuro fipiscopo 
proyidere deberemus : tandem un^nimi consensu et assensu omnes et 
nngu4i nullo prorsils disorepante 8ubit6- et repente quasi SpiritCis sancti 
gratii aooperante, ac ee, ut credimus, inspirante direximus oeulos noa- 
troe Intentifmisy sive voces nostras in venerabilem et egr^om vii^uia 
Magistrum Robertum Home sacrt? Theologitt Professorem, virum uti- 
^oe providum et discretum, ac penes nos, Clerum et populum suis 
mentis exigentibus merit6 commendatum2.iu spiritualib|is et temporal !• 
bus plurimiim circumspecturo, scientem et valentem jura, Hbertates et 
privilegia Ccclesise Cuthedratis Winton. et Episcopatus ejusdem lauda- 
biiiter defendere el tueri^in nostrum et dictse^ EccleVie vestrs? Calhe- 
dralis Winton. Pastorem et Episcopum nominavimus et elee^imus. 
Quam eleetionem sic factam Clero et populo statim in Ipco. publico et 
usitato publicandam curavimus. Ctcteraque in hftc parte de ^re quo- 
yismodo necessaria fecimus in preesentia I'abellipnum et Notaiiorum 
publicorum ac aliorum fide dignorum^ prout ex. serije et tenore instru- 
menti publici quod super totft dictti electione faciendum curavimus ple- 
nius liquet et apparet. Qjus omnia et singula juxjta Statuta hujus Kegni 
vestri Anglise edica et promulgata, babiia et iacta, vestrce Serenissimas 
Keginee Majestati signiGcamos, humiliter suppiicando quatenus hujus- 
modi electioiii Regium vestrum consensum, atque assensum impertiri, 
necoon Archiepisoopo cuicumque sive alijs Episcopis pro hujusmodi 
Electi coufirmatione cum omni favore canonic^ faeienda seribere digne- 
mini. In cujus rei testimonium sig^llum nostrum commune prsesenti* 
bus apposuimus., Datum in domo nosti k Capitulari undecimo die men- 
ais Decembris^ anno Domini 1(560;. ^t Uegni vestri tertio. 

Exam. per-CAnoLUM Baetoit, Cler. Cap. 



No. XXI L 

Queen Elizabeth's Commifisipn to Parker /or contecrating Horn. 

^Elizabktha Dei gratis Anglise, Francise et Hybemise Regina, fidei 
^efens. &c. Reverend tssimo in Christo. Patri et fideli (Consiliario) nos- 
tro. Domino Matthseo Archiepiscopo Cantuariensi, ae alijs quibuseum- 
que Episcopis, quorum in hac parte intererit, salutem. 

Cum vacante nuper Sede Episcopali Winton. per legitimam deplriva- 
tionem ultimi Episcopi ejusdem ad liurailem pelitionem Decani et Cap- 
ituli Ecclesise nostrc^Caihedralis preedicte^ per Liter^s nostras Patentea 
licentiam concesserimus alium sibi. eligendi in Episcopum et Pastorem 
Sedis prasdictse, dilectom nobis in Christo Hobertum Home, S. T. P, 
sibi et EecleeisB prsDdictiB elegerunt in Episcopum et PastCH«ro, prout 
per Literas siias sigillo eoram communi sigillatas, nobis indc directas, 
plenius liquet et apparet. 

Nos eleetionem illam aeceptantes, eidero electioni Kegium nostrum 
assensum adhibuimus.pariter et favorein, et hoc vobia tenoi« nrsesen- 
tium signifioamus: rogantes ao in fide et dilectione quibus nobis tene- 

^Ex> I^g. Pafk. voL 1^ 
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uiniiltnMterpnBeipiendo nunidantes^qaateDui vot eumdem Robertom 
Home in Bpiiieo|mni et Piutorem £oolesi« Cathedrarn Winton pm- 
diettt My.'at prflfifertQr, eleetaro, efeetionernqoe prcBdictam eonfirmare, 
et eomdem Uobertum Home in EpiMopum et Pastorem Bcolesie pr»- 
dic(» eonteerare, evteraqoe omnia et singula peragere qa» vestro in 
bfte parte inaunoilNint offioio Pastorali, jaxta formam Statuiomm, in eft 
parte editonim et provisorum velitis enm effinstu. In oujus rei testimo- 
mum has iicteras nostras fieri feoimas I^itentes. Teste me ipsft apod 
Weatmon. doodecimo die menaii Febraarij, anno Regni nostri tertio* 



No. XXIII. 

The ^a •/'Horn's Comeermhn taken frwm the tame RegiUer, 

*1)is Uoroinico Videlicet decimosexto die roensis Febraarij anno Dom- 
ini jaxta Cnrsuni Ccclesise Anglicanse 1560. In Capelld. Keverendis- 
ami in Christo Patris et Domini Domini Matthaei permissione divinft 
CantHar. Arch'iepiscopi lotius AnglisB Priroatiset Melropoiitani, infira 
manerium suum de Lambehithe, dictus iieverendtssimua Pater yigore 
et authoritate Litterarum comraissionalium Patentium Illustrissimfle in 
Christo Principis et DominsB nostras Dominae Elizabeths, i^e. sibi in 
h&c parte factarum et direction! m, assistentibus sibi Keverendis Patribus 
Dominis Thomi Young Menevensi Episeopo^electo Eboracensiy necnon 
Doroinis Edmundo London. elTbomkCoTen^et L4ch« respective Epis- 
•opis. muntts Consecratioiiis Venerabili viro Magistro RoHerto Home* 
S. TheologisB Professori, in Kpiscopum et Pastorem Ecclesie Cathe- 
dj*ali8 Winton. electo, impendebat ; adhibitis oeremonija de more Ecele* 
aisa AnglicansB ositatis: pnssenttbus tunc et ibidem unk meoum Johanne 
Ineent Notario Pabiieo Kegistrario Prineipali dicti Keverendissimi Pa- 
trisy Magiatris Ttiomft Yale Legum Doctore, fidwanlo Leeds, in Legi« 
bus Lieentiato, Andrea Picrson et Ricardo Beseley S.^ Theologise Bae- 
ealaucris, et alijs testibus, Sec 

Concordat cum^ CMginali, 

ka'testor 

RiCAUDua Chiqbj'.lst, Not. Pub« 



No. XXI v:.. 

Jt* Certificate of Horn's Coneecration, tent by Parkar to. th^ ^ch" 

tkacon o/*Canterbury. 

E Registro Domini E{H8eopi Winton. Extract. 

Matthjbuh permissione divin&.Cantuar. A rchiepiscopus totiu9 An- 
^\» Primas et Metropolitan us Venerabili Coufratri nostro Domino 
Edmundo e&dem permissione divini Roffen.EpiscopQ,Commendatario 
Archidiaconatiis Cantuar. Salutem et Fraternam in Domino chari- 
tatem. Cum vaeante nuper Sede Episcopal! Winton. Decanus et 
Capitulum Ecolesioe Cathedralis sanctae et individuse Trinitatis Winton. 
prsediotai (licentil Regis primHil^ in ek parte petit& et obtentdi) Vene- 
rabilem Confratrem nostrum. Dominum Rpbertum Home Sacrse The- 
ologis> Professorem in eorum» et dictae Eccle^ee Cathedralis Episco- 
pum et Pastorem elegerunt, et Ecclesiie Cathedral! prserHctsB provide- 
runt de eodem, Quam qoidem electionem et personam sic electam, 
servatis de jure et statutis hujos Regni Anglise in h&e parte servandtiy 
Nos Matthmus Archiepiscopiis Cantuar. antediotus authoritate Litter*- 

*«£i, Reg. Paric. T« 1, foL 88. 
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mm GommianoMiliain PMentMm liloitrnniDV in Chriato Priofipis et 
D^pmiDn nostra l)omin«. ElisabethB Dei grncilt, Angli», Franeiae et Hi- 
liemitB ReginsB, fidei defeos, ke. nobis in h&o pavte direetarum jnt^ et 
l^gitim^ mandavimiM et feeimns confirmhri, eideroque confirmato ea- 
ram, regimen etadministrationeiii dieti Epitcopatilks Winton. eoiopiisi- 
mat, necnon •onseqnenter inanut Consecrationis eidenv adhibitia de 
ritu et more Eooleaw An|;lieaD« Miffragija et insignijs adbibendis im« 
pendimus, jiix.ta ■Ututa hnjiu ineljti Regni Anglis in h&c panle pi^ et 
•anct^ edita et laneita, ipsninqne Coofratrem nostrom sie cenfirmatiiiii 
et consecratum In realem, actualem et eorporalem possessionem dieti 
episcopal As, jariaroque et pertinent! urn sporum nniversorum, indoeen- 
dom, investiendum, et intronizandum fore decreTimos, et mandaTiinua. 
Tibi ^;itur firmiter prsvipiendo rogamus qoatenos prsefiktnm Venera- 
bilem Confratrem nostrum sea Proeuratorem suom legitimom, ejus 
nomine, in realem, actualem et eorporalem possessionem, dieti Episco- 
pates Wbiton^ juriuipque et bonorum, dignitatum et perti^entjam soo- 
i^um uniYerson/ip indueas, installes et inironizes, sea s«c inidaci, instal- 
lari et intronizari (aqias cum effectu, Catbedram EpiscopaTem.in eadem' 
BcolesiA ei uti^moi^is est, assignes, et earn in nomine Oomini. nostri im- 
ponas, juribus et eonsuetudrnibas^nosKris Arehiepiseppalibuset Ecelesis 
nostra) Metroporuicsfj Christi Cantuar. necnon Eeclesis Cathedralis 
ssnctse et individu© Trinitatis Winton. prsedictsB Djpnitatibas et Hon- 
oribus ill omnibus semper salvis. In cuius rei testimoniom sigillum 
nostrum presentibus apponl fecimof. Dat«|n in Mgnerio nostro de 
Lambeth decimo septimo die mensis Februarij) Anno Dqmini mille- 
umo quingentesimo sezagesimo^ et nqstrsK Consecrationis anno seeundo. 

Coneordat eum Registru facti. diligentk eollatione 
et exaroinatione per Carolum Bartok, Notari- 
um Poblicun^y Damini EpiKopi Winton. Regist. 
c^eputfitai^., 

Eti 
IJHpxAM Hammord, Not. Pub. 



No. XXV. 

j|^ Arth'deaean o/lCanterbary's Commiationfor imtaUing Mm. 

B Registro Domini EpiscoiH; Winton. Extractam. 

l^DinTNDVS permissione divfnft Roffensis. Episeopos, Commendatarias 
Arehidiaconus Cantuar. ad quem indac^io, installatio, et inthronizatio 
omnium et> singuloriun Bpiscoparam. Cantuar. ProTineite de laudabili, 
longasviique et legitime prsscriptftcoi^vuetudine notori^ dignoscuntur 
pertinere ; venerabilibus Tins Magistris Johanni Warner Decano Ec- 
clesisB Cathedralis sancty. Trinitatis Winton. Willelmo AtlLins Art. 
Mi^. et Rob. yJ^Mton'Minori. CanooicQ EcQlesisB^Ca^hedr. prt^ictse 

Slutem in Dominq sempiternam. Quoniam ex paite Vencrabilis 
onfratris nqstri Domini, Koberti Home sacrse ThQodogi8S^Pi•pfessb^is, 
ip Episqopum.et Pastorem Ej^clesias. Cathedralis saac^jtse Trinitatis Win* 
ton. rit^ et legitimd electi, cqp^rmati et cQnsecrati, fuimus debit4 cum 
instanti& requisili, qiiatenus epmdem Yenerabilem Confratrem nos- 
trum in nealem, ac.tualem et eorporalem possessionem dieti EpiscopatCb 
Winton jorinnique et pertinentium suorum universorum juxta morem 
et consuetudlnem. ipsios Ecclesise hactenus in h&c parte usitat. et obser- 
vat. indiiceremos, instsllaremus et inthronizaremus. Kos verp antefati 
C^onfratris nosui requisitioni et TOto annuere volentes Tobis (eo quod 



BOtio prflsentiamia jiaibiiadftni «rdui»et arfentilmt-negotijKadfeo tamut 

inipliciti et remorati, quod execotioni offieij nostri hujusmodi Taeare 

BOO Tftlemos, uU optamus,) et Testrom ouilibet de quorum eireuroapee- 

tioae et indastrtf^spceiaVein in Domino fiduciaiii obtini>raus, ad indoeen- 

4Qm prnUbatom RieTecseiidum Patmm aeo Procoratorem suum legiti* 

mom ejus nomine in realem, aatualem et corporalem poMessionem 

aptedietsB £eele«sQ Catheditilia juriumqueet pertMientium soorum am* 

veraorom, eumdemqoe Con&atrem nostrum seu Procuratorem- saum 

leptimum hujusmodi Quro plenitudine juris Bpiieopalis. installandum, 

inthrooizandum, cieteraqiie omnia faoienda, exereenda, et expedienda 

qosB ID h&o parte necesuuria fuerint, seu quomodoiibet requisita conjune* 

tim et divisim ▼ices nostras eomroittimos, et plenam tenore prsBscotiom 

^oneedimus poteatatem. Ii(»antes uti toloro id quod in prtemissis 

feeeritis ant aliquis vestriiro tecerit, dieto indueiionis negotio expedito 

nobis pro loco et tempore Ofiportunis debits certifieare velitis. In 

9iafa» rei testimonium sigillom Uererendissimi Domini Matthvi Arehi- 

episeo^, eo quod nostrum ad roanus imprsDaentiaruro non habemos, pr«» 

seotibus apponi fecimus. Datum decimo . nono die roenns Februariy, 

anno Domini juxu computatiooem. Eeolesias AngUeann millesimo. 

qoingent^mo sexage8imp,.et,nostrflB.Consecrationisanno primo. 

Coneordat enm Registro factft diligent! , 
(^latione et examinatione per Ca«, 
itoLUM Bartow, Notarium Publieum 
Domini Episoopi Winton. Regist. 
deput. 

Et 
Thoxa^ HaxmqnD) Not.,Pn^ 
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•!• Cgmmuiim ffven^By Hocnfor beings intiaXted by.hi»^>^^ttorn^» 

E Registro Domini Epispppi Winton Extraetum. 

Utrivxasis et singulis has proeurationis Litteras inspeoturis,.. Tisuris, 
aoditoris, et lecturis innotescat et palara significelur^quod Nos Robertas 
permisaione divinft Winton. Episc. electU8,^confit*matu8 et consecratus 
meotos nobis in Ghristo Willelmuni Orei'ton et Michaelem Renni|;er 
Artiom Magistros Ecclesits Cathedralis Winton. prsedictssCanonieos 
eonjonetlm.et divisim.Terosy.certos et legitimos ae indubitatos proeora- 
tores, aetores, factores, negotioramque nostrorum gestores et nun* 
tios speciales ad infra scripta nominamus^^onJinaraus, fficimus et con- 
stitnamus per prssentes, damus et concedimuseisdem.proQuratoribus 
n08tris eonjunctim, et eorum.cu|ibet ot prsstertur per se diviam, et 
in solidum potestatem generalem et mandatum speciale pro nobis, ac 
▼iee Ipeo.et nomine nostris.cprara dilectis nobis in Chrisio Decani et 
Capilolo Etelesiaei nostrso Cathedralis Winton eorumve in h&c parte 
▼ieegerentibus aut alijs quibuscumque coroparendi, nosqne k.personali 
eomparatione excusandi, justasque causas absentise nostras hujusmodi 
alleg^uidi et propoo^ndi, ao de veritate eartimdem Edem de jure reqtii- 
dtam' faciendi, ac nos et personam nostram in realem, actualem et cor- 
poralem posaessionem, instaHHtionem.et inthronizationem dicti Epis- 
eopatds nostri Winton. vice et nomine nostria nanciscendietadipiscendi, 
ae illas sic nactas et adeptas ad usom ac commodum nostrum custodien- 
di et eonservandi, ac per legitima juris remedia tuendi et defendendi ; 
qaodeumque insuper juramentum Hcitum et honestum ac de jure coq- 
saetudinibus et statutis diets Ecelesiss nostras Cathedralis Winton. in 
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hM parte qaomodolillet aeqnisitain (quatenos onnraetadines, ordimi- 
tnnct, ei tiataU hajuamodi juridivino ae legibns et stalatis hujus 
Begni Anglie non 8unt aontraria vel repognantia) in animam nostram 
•C pro nobis prfleitandi, aubeandi et jarandi, tieenon jtiramentom 
•bedientie et quodaninqae aliud Sacramentam lieitum et honestam 
modo pnemisao qoaiifieatam Deeano et Gapitulo, Canonicisque et 
e»reris MiDretris ejutdem Keclesi«e l^piscopo ibidem ezhiberi el pr«- 
atari aolitam et eonsaetum ab eiadem. et eoram qoolibet pro nobis 
ae Tiee et nominibus nnstris reeipiendi et admittendi, et generaliter 
omoia et singula alia faeiendiy esereendi et espediendi^qu« in prmniasis 
U ceria ea necessaria fnerint sea qpomedolibet opportona, etiam si 
mimdatam de se magis exigant tpeetale qaam saperias est expressom 
promittirooMiaeDOBratam, gratain,,et firaium pei^ietoo habituros totam 
•taoidquid dieti ProeorHt(H*eft nostri sea eoram altear feeerint, rel fece- 
rit in pr«miuis, Tel eorum aliqno sab hypotheeft et obligatione omniam 
et aingulonini bonorum. nnstroram. tarn prKsentinm qoaro faturoram, 
et in ea parte caotioneni esponioios per pnesentes. In eojus rei testi- 
moniuan sigillom Venerat>ilis viri Arebidiaeoni Cicestrensis feo quod 
nostram ad manos inpresentiaram non habemas) prassentibus apponi 
fecimus et procarayimas. Et nos Arehidiaeonus antedietos ad speeiale 
rogatam dicti Reverendi Patris Domini Roberti Winton Episcopi eon- 
ititHentis hujusmodiy sigillom nostram hujosmodi pt«sentibu8 apposai- 
mas. Datum deeimo nono die menus l^ebruarij anno Domini jozta 
eompntatioaem Ecclesiw Angiiean«, millesimo quingenteamo sexa- 
gesimo. 

Concordat eum Registro factk diligeali oollatione 
et examinatione pec Cakolum Bartox, Notari- 
uro Publieum, Dsmini Episcopi Wintpn Regist. 
dtrpotatom. 

Et 
THoxAxHuiMoirD, Kot. Pul>> 



No. XX\U 

Several ^ctt vhich prove that he -was not eoiiKcrated till the Tewr 
1561, and coruequenth/.eighteen Mmtha later than the Date of the 
Tav&'n Story., 

E Registro Dom. Episoopi Wititon. Extractam.. 

In libra Registri Domini Roberti Home, olim Winton. Episcopi, in. 
folio tertio ejusdera libri coi^Linentur quondam instraracntum Confirma- 
tionis dicti bpiscopi cajusdam Ordipationis factoe inter Paroehianos de . 
Newton Valence et inhabitantes de Hawkely in Comits^tu Soulhamp- 
ton Winton. Diocesis. sic incipiens., 

Ao8 Jiobertus, permismne divind fVinion Epitcofms, &c. Datum. 
12 diemenait MartiJ anno Domini mVleHmo quiiig'entesimo iexageeimo 
prisHOf ( 156^ ^ nostra Conaecrationit anno aecundo.. 

In folio qainto ejasdem Registri, est quoddam aliiid instramentum 
enntioens interpijetationem dicti Dioroini Episeopi Statutonun Collegii, 
Corporis Christ! Oxoniensis, sic incipiens. 

Hodertnt permitsione divind fVinton^ Epiacopua, dVectia nobie in 
Vhriato Magiatria Thoma Oreenwaye Praatdentif Socyague 6f Scho- 
laribua CtfUe^j noatri Corporia Chriali in Vhiveraitate Oxon. Skilu-^ 
tern, &c. Datuin aexto die menaia Jnlij anno Domini milleaimo aexagea* 
imo aecitadb, et noatra Conaecrationia anno aeatndo. 
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In eodem folio quinto ejutdem libri, regtitratur qaoddam alhid in« 
•trumentura sive niandatum dieti Domini Epiicopi Arehidiaecmi SurrtBt 
ad levandoB denarios cono«s8ot erga rtnedificationem Eecleiia Divi 
PauU Loiidoti. sic inciptens. 

Bobertu^t perntmianc dvuinA JVintt^n Epiacopu§, tHlecto nobis vi 

Christo jy[agut%ik JohofuU H^aUon^ ^chitUaamo nottro SurrMr, to/tf- 

tem, &C. I)atutn octavo die mensia, JvJy ofvno Domini miilenmo quia- 

gentetimo texageaitno tectuido, et nf*stra Cotuecratiania anno aecitnih. 

In eodem libro folio sexagesimo sexto, continetur Commisuo dieti 
Domini Epiacopi). pro visitatione tnsularam Jersey, Guernsey, &o. sie 
inoiplens.. 

Jiobertut, fermifaifi^w divind f1^inton» Epiecotua. dilecto nobia in 
Chriato Magxatro Johanni ^iate t'ierieo DecanOfDecanatua Inautarum 
Jeraetf, Quernaey^ Chunaeif, Aoumey^ Efvic U Fferke, noatra Winton^ 
Dioeceaia ^ juriadictioniay mduteta^ Uc» Datum Decimo qwtrto di» 
menaiaJuniJ anno Domitu milteaimo qrnnganteaimo aexageaimo nonoyii 
noatrca ConaecraOonia anno nono. 

Et in eodem libro in diTersis aljis folgs ejasdem eontinentnr diversa 
alia acta etinstnimenta roentionata esse data in sepanibilibus alijs annis 
Consecrationis dieti Uoberti Home Episeopi VVinton^ usque ad decir 
mam septimum annum ejus Consecrationis et adffnem libri. 

Ita testor Carolub Bautoit, Nolarius Fublicus^ Doro* 
Episeopi Winton. Registrarius deputatua. 



No. xxvin. 

JProofi of Jiewett's Canaecration, taken from tna Repater^from Parw 
ker's, midfr-om thtft of the Chapter o/'Salisbury. 

Extract, ex Regist. Parker. toU 1. fol. 43. a. 

FoL. 45. Sedes Sarum. vacavit per obitum Jo^ Capon ukimi Episeopi, 
ibid. 

Ljcentia Reginie ad eligcpd. dat. 97* Jul. 1559. Rym. Tom. 15. p* 
537. 

Lieentit reeepta a Capituladie M). mcnsia Auguati fol. 46. Capit. Sa- 
rum. eertum diem et loeum, scilicet 16. August., in domo Capitulari 
ad eleetionem faeiendam assignat. ibid. 

Dieto die ei loco eligont Jo. Jewel, ibid. 

Certifieatnritim Regiote de electione factft stgillatiA in domo Capitulari 
2i die ejusdem menst8,,ibi(l. 

Confirmatio facta 18. die mensis Januarij. seq. in Eeeles. B. Mari» de 
Arcubus London, per Mag. Tbo. Yale L.L.,D. ibid. fol. 45. 46. 
▼igore Regij assensiis eum signifieavit. Datum 2?.. Deeembr. 1559. 
Rymer., loro. 15. fol. 555. 

Conseerat. die Uominieo %\.. mensis Januarij ],55^->^. in CapelU de 
Lambehithe per Dominum, Arehiepiscopum assisientibus Edmundo 
London, et Richardo Eliensi Episeopis, neenon Jo. Episoopo Suffra- 
ganeo Bedford, condone babit&.per Mag. Andream Pieraon, accept, 
pro theraate 6'ic luceaf lux veatra coramhominUnta, &c* in prsasen- 
t^ Jo. Ineent. Notarij Publici, prcesentibus tunc et ibidem Aiexandro 
Nowell S. T. P. Thoma Doiley, Jo. Baker et Roberto Willet gene- 
rosis.cum multis alijs. 

Procuratorium EUimundi Geste Arehidiaeoni Gantuar. eum mandate 
pro installatione Jo Jewel. Ex Registr. Decani et Capituli Sarum. 
msoript. UoU caid Blacker foU 59. 
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Inttallatos per procaratoreiii suiim Tbomam lAneaster, sexto Mar- 
tJJ anno 1559 — GO. Resist. Ssruni. loc. citst. 

At the Knil of this tiishop's Register is a List of the Ordinations con- 
ferred per Bevereruhim in Ckriato Pairem Dotninum Dofrnnum J9fum- 
ntm penmmwne Divind Samm. Epitcopum anono die mentis Jxtnij 
Anno Domini 1560 ad 17 Decemlnit Anno Dom, 1570, with the seve- 
ral Yean of his Coosecration, which all run from the 21 Jan, 1569 — 60. 



No. XXIX. 

§ I. The Arch-deacon t(f Canterbury's Commiaoion for installing 
Sands in the See of Worcester upon the Certificate of his Consecra' 
fion, the Act whereof is in Parker's Better. 

Edmvmdus Geste Archidisconus Cantuariensis ad quern ioducUo,'io8tal- 
latio et inlhronizatio omnium et sinf^ulOrum Kpiscoporum Cantuari. 
FrovincisB de laudabtli, loogsev&que et legitime praescriptft consuetudine 
notorie dignoscuntur pertinere, VeneraUUbus viris Mag. Ricardo Hall, 
Leonardo Ffringham, Bdmundo Demiel, 'I'homsB Bastaid, Roberto 
Shone, Guillelmo Tumbull, Willmo Northfolke, Elcclesisa Wigoro. 
Canonicis et Prsebendarijs salutem in Oomino sempitemam. Qoooiam 
pro parte Reverend, in Christo Patris, et Domini Domini Edwini San- 
des Saeroe I heologi» Professoris in Cpiseopum et Pastorem Ecclesie 
Cathedralis Wi&om. preedictflB rit^ et le^itim^ electi, confirmati et con« 
aeorati, fuimus debil& cum instantiA requisiti, quatenus euradem Rever- 
endum Patrem in realera actualem, et eorporalem possessionem died 
Episcopate Wigom. juriumque et pertioentium suorum aniveraoram 
juxta consuetudinem ipsios Kcdesias Cathedralis hactenus in hac part^ 
usitat. et observat. indueereraus, installaremus et inthronizaremos. 
Nos ver6 antefati Reverendi Patris requisitioni et voto annuere volentesy 
▼obis (eo quod inprsesentiarum qnibusdam aitluis et oiventtbus negotgt 
adeo sumus impliciti et remorati quod ezeeutioni Omcij nostri hujus- 
modl inprsesentiarum yacare noo valemus^ at optamus) et restrftm 
cuilibet, de quorum oircnmspectione et industrift specialem in DoiniDO 
fidociam obtinemus, ad induoendum praUbatom Reverendom Patrem 
seu Procuratorem suum legitimum ejus nomine in realem, actualem et 
corpcHralem possessionem antedictss Eeolesiss Cathedralis Wigorn. juri- 
umque et pertinentium suorum universorum,eumdemque Reverendum 
Patrem seu ejus Procuratorem l^itimum cum plenitudine juris Epia* 
copalis instalUndum et inthronizandum, cseteraque omnia et singula 
faciend. ezercend. et expediend. que in hJUs parte necessaria fuerint, 
seu quomoclolibct requinta conjunctim et divisim committimns vices 
nostras et plenam tenore prsssentium concedimus potestatem ; rogantes^ 
ut totum id quotl in prssraissis feceritis aut vestrClm aliquis feoerit, dioto 
indtietbitis negotio expedito, nobis pro loco et tempore congrois et op- 
portunis (lebit6 t>ignificai*e velitis, seu sic significet ille vestrftm, qui 
bujusmodi negotium fuertt exeoutus. In cujus rei testimonium sigillum 
nostrum pnesentibus apponi fecimus. Dat. 92. die mensis Deoembris 
anno Domini millesiroo quingentesimo quiaquagesimo nono. 

Concordat cum Chart& Origlnali in Archivis 
Domini Episoopi Wigorn remanente. 
GvL. Btrchk L. L. D. Reverendi in Christo 
Patris Johannis Episoopi Wigoro. Vicariua 
in spiritualibus general is. 
TuoM. Ulitkb, N. p. 
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Ex tfiftfrnmen/tt OrigwaH in Jh-cMnt Jhmini EfiiBctpi Wigmi. 

remanenti* 

BvwiBOi penniHione divniA Wigorn. Epinopat, anirenn et aingalii 
Reetonbaa, Viearij«» CApellania, Caratiaqae Clerieis et Uteratis quilNii. 
eaBM|ae per Civitatem et Dioee«in noitnit Wigorn. ubilibet eonstitatit 
MilateoD, gntiam et benedietionefn ; Qaotn not alias rii^ et legitime 
proeedent. Vieariam perpetuam Bcelena Paroehialit de Asion Cant- 
lowe noatnB Wigorn. INoecesis per eessionem Thorns Coorte Cle* 
riei altimi Viearij wre inenmbentis ibidem iraeantein, et ad nottram col* 
lationem per lapsum aemestris temporis, &e. 

Et inferiut. 

Datum apud Castram noetrtim de Hartlebary, sub sigillo nostro deoi- 
mo-quinto die mensis Octobris, anno Domini miUesimo quingentesirao 
sezagesimo, et nostras Consecrationia anno primo. 

Concordat cam Originali 

GuL. Btrghs L. L. D. 

J A. Stillikgflbbt, Registrarias. 



No. XXX. 

^ CommiiHon to eontecrate Barlow of the 22</ of Feb. 15d{. 

Rex* reverendiasimo in Christo patri Thomas Cantuariensi archiepia- 
eopO) totiua Angliaa primati, aalutem. Sciatia quod electioni naper 
faetaa in eeoleaii cathedrali Aaaavenai per mortem bonss memorise Dora. 
Uenriei Siandiahe oUimi epiacopi ibidem, vacante, de venerabili et ro* 
ligioao Tiro Dom. Willielmo Barlowe priore dom(U aive priorat^ de 
Biaham ordinia S. Auguatini Sarum dioecesia in Episcopum loci illiua et 
paatorem, regiuro assensom adhibuimnaet favorem t Et hoc vobia tenore 

J^raeaentium aignificamus, ut quod vestriim est in hao parte exequamini. 
n cajua» &c. Teate rege, apud Westmonaaterium S2 die Februarii. 



No XXXI. 

§ 1. The Jtct of Bartow'a Confirmation in the See of St. David*a, the 
21 Jpril 1536, Mnuelf beings present. 

Liters Patentea Regiss aoper Asaenau aao Regb. 

HiiTBicuB Octavua Dei gratift, &o. Keverendissimo in Christo Patri 
Thomas Cantuariensi Archiepiscopo, &c. Seiatis quod Electioni nuper 
factse in Ecclesi^ Cathcdrali Meneyensi, per mortem borne memoriae 
Dom. Ricardi Kawlios, ultimi Epiacopi ibidem vacante, de Reverendo 
in Christo Patre Domino Willielmo BaHowe S. T. P. tunc Episcopo 
Aaaarensi in Episcopum loci illiua (&) Pastorem, Regium Assensum 
adhibuimus et favorem. Et hoc vobis tenore prsesentium significamus, 
at quod vestriim est in hac parte exequamini. Teste meipso apud 
Westm. 20. die April, anno Regni nostri 27. 

LAcTA habita et facta coram Venerabili yiro Magistro Johanne Cocks 
sgum Doetore, Reverendissimi in Christo Patris et D. Uomini Thomas 
permissione divinft Cantuar. Arehiepiscopi, totius Anglis Primatis et 
MetropoliUni Vieario in spiritualibus Generali, et ad infra scripta Com- 

*R7nier,e.l4,ihqgb5M. t EzReg.Crannier,lbL905. 
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minario tpecwiiter depntato, in negotio eonfinnationis eleetioiiis Revei^- 
endi m C^hristo Patrit Uoni. Willielmi Barlowe, nuper Episcopi Asaa* 
phensis, ae Monaaterij de Uisham Sarum IKoeces. eommeodatarij per- 
petui, in Epiacopum Menevensem electi,die yeoeris 21. ApriLia. anno 
Dom. Millesiroo quingeotesimo triceumo sexto, in Capeira aaoeti 
Thorns roartyris, in Auttrali parte Eccletiie Parochialia Beal» Maris 
de Arcubua LondonienM notori^ sitoatA, in prcesentia mei I'homs 
Argall Notarij Publiei in Actorum scnbam, propter Abaentiain Ma^- 
tri Willielnii i'otkin itegistrarij, in ek parte asumpti. 

Quibus die et loco Magister Johannes Huglies Legam Doctor^ 
Domino Judieialiter pro Tribunali sedente, personaliter eonstitutus, ex- 
hibuit Litteras Kee;ia8 de et super Assensu sao Kegio adhibito electioni 
prsBdieti Reyerendi Patris in Episeopum Meoeyenseoi electi, et etiam 
exhiboit Litteras commisionales dieti Ueyerendissimi Patria et ex 
parte ejosdem Reverendissimi Patris petijt et reqaisiyit Dominam, 
qoatenos ille dignaretur acceptar^ in se onus executionis earundem, et 
procedere juxta oinnem yim, formam et effeotum earundem. Ad 
eojus petitionem Dominus acceptayit in se onus earundem et deereyit 
ac procedenduro fore. Ac tunc dictus Magister Johannes Hughes, 
exhibuit procuratnrium Litteratori^ in proeessu electionis de eodem 
Domino eleeto, insoript. pro Pi-scentore et Capitulo Eeclesis Cathe- 
dralis Meneyensis, et faciens se partem pro eisdem, petijt quod Domi- 
nus procedat in dicto electionis negotio suramarie et de piano, ad cujus 
petitionem Dominus mc decrevit. Deinde idem Magister Johannes 
Hughes Procurator antedictus, prssentayit prsdictum Keyerendum 
Patrem electum, et exhibuit mandatum originate, una cum CerUfieato- 
rio in dorso ejuKJera, et petijt omnes et aingulos oppositores siye yo- 
lentes opponera contra Uictam electionem, personaraye electaro 4iut 
formam ejusdem citandos, pr«conizando8, factaque pr«conizatione 
Dominus ad petitionem ipsius Procuratoris accosantis eorum contuma* 
eiam in prasentift pi sedicti Domini electi pronuntiavit eos oonUimaces 
et in poenam contumaciarum suarum ipsis et eorum cuilibet yiam ulte- 
rius opponendi contra dictam electionem, &e. prSKcludebat in scriptis 
et ulterius deereyit procedendum fore ad ulteriora in diclo negotio 
juxta juris exigfentiam. 

Quibus sic gestis dictus Magister Johannes Hughes, Procurator Prse- 
oentoris et Capituli proedicti, in prssenti& dicti Domini electi, dedit 
quandam summariam petitionem, quam Dominus^ ad ejus petitionem 
in prssentia dicti Domini electi, ad raisit et assignavit sibi ad pix>ban- 
dam eandem Summariam petitionem ad statim et in partem termini 
dictus Magister Johannes Hughes procurator antedictus exhibuit Decre- 

tum electionis de dicto Domino electo factum, sigillo communi 

Sigillatum^ et nro<luxit Magistrum Johannem Barlowe Clericum et 
Arthurum Beilieley Laicum, in Testes, quos Dominus admiait et 
jurare fecit, in praesentia memorati Domini electi, et insuper Dominus 
ad petitionem Procuratoris praedicU Prscentoris et Capituli assignayit 
ad proponendum omnia ad statim, in prssenti4 prsfati Domini electi. 
Ac tunc dictus Procurator in prsesentia Domini electi, exhibuit omnia 
acta, actitata, exhibita, &c. quatenus fabinnt, &c. ac Dominus ad peti- 
tionem ipsius Procuratoris petentis tei^inUm sibi asngnari ad conetu- 
dendum ad statim : et Dominus conftludebftt eum dicto Proearatore 
secum in ek parte concludente. Ac tA petithohem dicti Procuratoris 
in presentift dicti Domini electi, assignayit ad aiidlendum finale Deore- 
tum ad statim, et insuiier Dominus ad petitionem Procuratoris acco- 
santis cbntumaciam omnium et singulorum intfek*esse in dicto electionis 
negotio habentium, citatorum, pneconizatorum et nuUo mode com- 



APPENDIX- 301 

{Nir«ntiiini, nee eaontn aliquam allegantiom, quare sententia definitiva 
ID dieto negotio {deett non) promulgeiur, pronuntiavit eosdeni contu- 
maves ia scriptis, et in poenam contumaciaruai suarum hujusmodi, 
deoreTit procedendum fore ad Lectaram, et prolaliouem sententiee 
aive Decreti finalis in dicto negotio. Et tandem liorainus ad petitionem 
ipsias Proeuratoru in praesenUft prsedicti Domini electi tulit et promul- 
gavit seotentiam diffinitivam in acriptis, per quani electioiiem de dicto 
Domino eiecto factam confirmavit, auper quibus pnefatus Magister 
Johaonea Hughes Procurator antedkstas me prsefatum fhomam Ar- 
gall unum vel plura, &o. Praesentibua tunc ibidem Magiairia Georgto 
Wemesly et Maurieio Griffin Clericis, Uichardo Marclie, Olivero Hill 
et Petro Lillye. 

Sequtmtwr iiutrumetUa in negotio hujutmodi Confirmationia firolata 
et lecta: Succedit Sententia JinalU Mub hujuemodi tenore verbomm. 

Sententia Jinalif. 

Im Dei nomine, Amen. Auditis, vins et intellectis ac plenari^ discus- 
818 per no8 JoUanncm Cockea Legum Dootorera Reverendissimi in 
Chriato Patria Domini Domini Thomse permiasione divin& Cantuarien- 
sia Archiepiacopi, totiua Angiiae primatis et MetropolitHni,lllustrissimi 
IB Chriato Principis et Domini noatri Domini Henrici octavi Dei gratii 
Anglise et Francise Regia Fidei defenaoria et Domini Hibernise, ac in 
terria aapremi Ecclesiae Anglicanae aub Christo Capiiia, sufficienter et 
legitime deputat. Yicarium in apiritualibua Generalem et Commiasa- 
rium in hie parte aufficienter et legitime deputatum, meritia et cin- 
eaciatantija cujusdam cauase aive negotij confirmationis electionia de Te 
Ueverendo in Chriato Patre Domino Willielmo Barlowe nuper E^pia- 
eopo Aaaavenai et Monasterij de Bisham Sarum Dioecesi, Cantuarien- 
aia Provindiae Commendatario perpetuo, in Epiacopum Eccleaiafe Catii6- 
dralia Menevenaia dictn Cantuarienaia Provincioa, per mortem natura- 
lem bonn memorise Domini Uicliardi Rawlina ultimi Epiacopi ibidem 
yaeantia, per Praecentorem et Capitulum diets Eccleaite Cathedralig 
eiecto, celebratae, que causa aive negotium coram nobia aliquandia 
▼ertebalar, ae in prtesenti vertitur et pendet indeciaa, Rimato per noi 
primitus toto et integro proceaau in hujuamodi electionia negotio habito 
et facto atqne diligenter recenaito, aervatisque per noa in h^c parte de 
jure aervandts, ad noatri Decreti finalia aive aententiae Confirmationia 
prolationem in hujuamodi negolio ferendam, aic duximua procedendum 
et procedimua in hunc modum, Quia per exhibita, producta et probata 
coram nobia in ipaiaa electionia negotio, oomperimua et invenimua evi* 
denter electionem ipaam per Praecentorem et Capitulum Eocleaiee 
Cathedralra Menevenaia prsedictffi de Te Heverendo Palre Domino 
Willielmo Barlowe, viro utique provido et diacreto, in apiritualibua et 
temporal ifoua plurimum eircuraapecto, vit&que et moriboa commendato, 
de legitimo matrimunio procreato, ac in setate legitime, et ordine aa* 
eerdotali constituto, rit^ et legitime fiuaae et eaae eelebratam atque 
factam nihilqoe Tibi Domino Willieliuo eleoto pr^dicto de Canonicia 
institutia obviaaae, aeu obviare quo minua in F^piaeopuro dictee Eccleaisd 
Cathedralia eligi debeaa, et electio ejuamodi aic de Te facta atque cele- 
brata debejt per nos authoritate dicti. Reverendisaimi Patiia merito 
confirmari ; idcirco noa Johannea Cocka Legum Doctor^ Vieariua in api- 
ritualibua Generalia et Commiaaionariua antedictua, attentia pradmiaaia, 
et alija virtutum meritia, auper quibua fide digno commend, teatimonioy 
Chriati nomine primitua invocato ac ipaam aolum Deum oeulia noatrit 
praeponentei*, de et cum conailio juriaperitorum cum quibua communi* 
cavimua in h&e pMt«« praediotam eleetionem de Te Domino Willielmo^ 
26 
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ut prnfertar fiicUm et celebraum auctoriute Metropolitic& dicti Re- 
Terendissiroi Patris nobis in hftc parte commissA^ confirmamus, defe«tus 
si qui in h&o parte fuerint, quantum ad nos attinet, et de jure poterimus 
supplentes, et supplemus per hoc nostrum Decretura finale sive aen- 
tentiam dcfinitivam quod sive quam ferimus et promulgamus in his 
scriptis. 

Coneordat oum Or^inali 
Ita testor 
RiGARSUS Chichelbt, Not. Pub. 

ExciLiEiTTissiNo in Christo Principi, et Uomino nostro, Domino 
Henrico Octavio Deigralift Anglise et Francise Uegi, Fidei defensori, et 
Domino Hibernioe, ac in terr& supremo Capiti sub Christo Ccclesise 
Anglicanse: Thomas permissione Uivinft Cantuariensis Archiepiseopos, 
totitts Anglise Primaset Metropolitanus, ad infra scripta sufficienter.per 
vos et E^rliamentum vestrum authorizatus, salutem in eo per quem 
Reges regnant et Prinoipes doroinantur. 

Quia nos electionem de Keverendo Patre Domino Willielmo Bar* 
lowe. nuper Episcopo Assavensi, et Monastery de Bisham Sarura Dio- 
ecesis, nostrse Cantuariensis Provincis, Coramendatario perpetuo, in 
Episcopum etPastorem F^cdesise Cathedralis Menevensis dictse nostrs 
Cantuariensis Provinciae, nuper factam, cui assensum vestrum Regpum 
adhibuistis etfavorem in debit^ juris forma, justiti4 id poscente, confir- 
inayimus, cs&teraqne peregimus, quas in dictCB confirroationis negotio 
de jure requiruntur, eandem igitur confirmationem sic ut praemittitur, 
per nos factum fuisse et esse, Celsitudini vestrse Kegise, tenore prsesen- 
tium, significamus : supplicaiites quatenus in prsemissis favores benevo- 
los exhibere, cseteraque peragere, facere et jubere ulterius dignetur 
vestra Majestas gratios^, quse ad Regiam vestram dignitatem pariter et 
prscrogativam attinent in Ukc parte. 

In cujus rei testimonium sigillum nostrum proesentibus est appensum. 
Datum in Manerio nostro de Lambehithe vigesimo primo mensis 
Aprilis, anno Dom. 1536, et nostree coBsecrationjs anno quarto. 

Concordat cum Originaii 
Ita testor 
RicAitsus Chighelet, Not. Pub. 



No. XXXII. 

Tke ReatitutUn of the Temporalitiea of the Bishopric of St, David's, of 

the 26<A of Jipril 1536. 

Hevricus* VIII, kc. Sciatis qu6d, cum cathedra lis ecclesiae Mene- 
▼ensis per mortem Richai-di Rawlins nuper episcopi Menev. nuper vi- 
duata ao pastoraii solatio foerit destituta, et vacaverit, eo prsetextu om- 
nes exitus. et proficua, firmee, redditus, reversiones, cum commoditati* 
bus et emolumentis temporalium episcopatiis illius k tempore mortis 
prscdicti nuper episcopi durante tempore vacationis episcopatiis illius, 
nobis jure prterogativse nostrse regie pertinuerunt et spectaverunt, ac 
pertinere et spectare dignoscuntur ; quumque prsecentor et capitulum 
dictea cathedral is ecclesi» post mortem, prsedicti episcopi, licentift nos- 
tra inde priiis obtentft, dilectum et fidelera nostrum Wiliielmuni Bar- 
low, nunc dictsB ecclesise cathedralis Menevensis per nos nominatum, 
episcopum, in suum elegerunt episcopum et pastorem, reverendiss. in 
Chr. pater Thomas archiep. Cantuar. electionem illam acceptaverit et 

* Mawn efe Minm. AngUe* Ub» 3. a^ 10* fiag, 305. 
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confirmaTerit. ipsamque sic electoin episcopam pradifitce eoelesiae Me- 
nevensis pneteoit et putorero, sksot per litems patentes ipsius archi- 
trpiscopi inde directas nobis ooDStat. Nos nunc ceitis de causis et consi- 
derationibos nos FpeciMlitiT moventibus, et ob sincerara dilectionem 
quam penes prfefaturo nunc episcopum gerimus et habemus, de gratia 
nostra speciH I i,ac ex certa scientia et mere motu nostris, dedimas et 
concessimus, ac per preesentes damus et ooncedimus pro nobis, hseredi- 
bus et successoribus nostril, quanlum in nobis est, eidein nunc episcopo 
omnia et singula, exitus, firmas, redditus, proficua, reveraiones, advan- 
tagia, conimr>dilates, feoda et alia emolumenta queecumque, cum omni- 
bus et singulis suis pertinentiis et dependentiis omnium et siugulorum 
honorum, castioruro, &c. In cujusrei teslimonium, &c. Teste rege, 
26 die Aprilis, &cc. 



No. XXXUI. 

•^ Conge (V EsUte fur a Bishop to the See of St, Asaph, after the 
Translation of Bishop Barlow, dated May 29, 1536. 

Ukx* &c. Dilectis sibi in Christo Decano et oapitulo ecclesise nostras 
cathedralis Assavensis, salutem. 

Ex parte vestra nobis est hamiliter sapplicatum, ut cum eccleaa 
nostra prsedicta per liberara transmutationem M^illielmi Barlowe altimi 
episcopi ibidem electi, sit pasloris solatio destituta, aiium vobis eligendi 
in episcopum et pastorem licentiaro eoncedere dignaremur. Nos pre- 
cibus testris in hao parte favorabiliter inclinati, licentiam illam vobis 
teoore prsesentium duximus concedendam ; mandantes qu6d talem vo- 
bis eligatis in episcopum et pastorem qui Deo devotus ecclesite vestrse 
necessarius, nobisque et regno nostro utilis et fidelis existat. In cujus, 
&c. Teste rege, apud Westmonasterium 29th die Maii. Per BreVe 
de privato sigillo. 



No. XXXIV. 

•4 Commission to consecrate Robert Warlon Bishop of St, Asaph, dated 

the 2Ath o/June, 1536. 

RBx-f reverendissimo in Chr. patri Thomse eadem gratia archiepiseopo 
Cantuariensi, totius Anglise primati et metropolitani, salutem. 

Cum, nnper Tacante sede episcopali Assavensi per liberara transmu- 
tationem Willielmi Barlowe, ultimi episcopi ibidem electi, ad humilem 
supplicationera dilectorum nobis in Chr. decani et capituli ecelesias nos- 
trse cathedralis AssaTensis, eisdem per literas nostras patentes licentiam 
ooneesserimus alinm sibi eligendi in episcopum loci prtsdicti et pasto- 
rem: ac iidem deeanas et capitulam prsetextu licentias nostrse pracdieta 
dilectum nobis in Christo Rob. Warton abbatem cxempti monasterii S. 
Salvatoris de Bermondeseye sibi eligcrint in episcopum et pastorem 
.... Nos electionem illam aceeptante8,eidem eleetioni reg^um assen- 
sum nostrum adhibuimus et favorem . . . Rogaotes, &cc. Teste rege, 
- apud Westmonastesium, 24 die Junii. Per breve de privato sigillo« 

•Rftaai,t,u»pag, §70, flbUU 



^4 iMMNNX. ' 

No. XXXV. 

J! Wfii •fj^mmamtwn H iht Buhofmck •/ Bath, the 96th* pf Febni- 

arjr, 154i. 

Wkc\ omnibot ad qnoa, Ice. talotem. Cnm per qaemlam actom in par- 
fiameotanostro inehoato apod Westmonasterkini 4 die Noveinbria anno 
regni noetri prinio, ac ibidem tento, inter alia statata pro republiea noa- 
tra edita ordinatum, enaetam et ttabilitum foerit qu6d nullum breve de 
licentia eligendi (vulgariter voeatum Cmig4 tVEtHre) deineeps eonces- 
aom Ibret, nee electio alieoius arehiepiseopi seu spiscopi per decanum 
ct eapitolum fieret ; sed quod nos per literas noatras patentes, quolibet 
tempore, cum nliqnia archiepiseopatus seu episcopatua vacaret, alieui 
persons quam noa idoneam exiatimtiremui, eumdem conferre poaaemoa 
et valeamus, et eade m eollatio sie per literas noatraa patentea hujus- 
modi penonae factas et deliberatas, cui nos in eundem eonferremos 
archiepiKopatum seu episcopatum, seu ejus sufBcienti procuratori vel 
attornato, staret et t'oret ad omnia intentioneSy constmctiones et propo- 
aita, lanti el consimilie efTecl^ quanti et quails foret aive breve de licen- 
tia eli§;eiidi concessuni, electio rile faeta et eadem eonfirmata fuisaent ; 
et qu6(i post hujusmodi collaiionem, eadeiu persona, cui hujusmodi ar- 
chiepiseopatus seu episGopatus foret eollatua seu datua, (losset conse- 
crari, et habere liberationem suum, seu breve de AmoTeaa manuro, ae 
omnia alia agere prout esadem ceremonie et eleetiones foissent factce 
et actSy prout in eodem atatuto pleniilks liquet. 

Ac cum episcopalus Bath, et Well, hoc tempore sit vacuus, 8o6qae 
idoneo paslore destitutns, ntorte rev. patria pise memorise Willielmi nu- 
per illius loci episcopi, et ob id ad monus nostrum regiom pertinere dig- 
noscalur aliuni in ejus locum surrogandum, qui ob ezimias animi dotes 
populum nostrum illius diosvesis lal^ patentis, juxta D. Pauli normam 
dign^ pascat. 

SoiATiB qu6d. nos existimantea rev. patrem Willielmum Menev. 
episcopum ad episcopaium praedictum niodd vacantem idoneom tain 
propter singularem sacrarum literarum doctrinain, moresque probatis- 
simos, quibus idem rev. pater mod6 episcopus Menevensis prseditus eat, 
quam propter hoc qu6<1 juxta Salvatoria nostri elc^iura judieamus ilium 
virum impiimis digiium esse, ut super multa constituatur, qui super 
pauca fuerat fidelis; ex gmtia nostra speciali, ac ex certa scientia et 
mero motu nostris, necnon de avisamento et consensu prseelarissimi 
avunculi et consiliarii nostri Kdwaitli ducis Soroeraetisa, personae nostras 
g^bernatoris, ac regnorum, dominiorum subditorumque nostrorum quo- 
rumcunque prottctoris, coeteroruroque consiliariorum noatrorum ; con- 
tulimus, dedimus, et concessimus, ho per prsesentes conferlmus, damua« 
et concedimus prsef»to rev. patri WilJielmo nunc Menev. episcopo prae- 
dictum episcopatum Baihon et Wellens», ac eundem Willielmum in 
episcopatum Hath. et. Well, transferimus per prspsentea, ac ipsum 
Willielmum episcopum Katli. et Wellens. ac diisces. Bathon.et Welt. 
praedictsB nominamus, f acimus, ordinamus, creamus, et conatHuimua per 
praesentes. 

Habk7(T)um, tenendum, oceupandum, et gaudendum prssdictam 
episcopatum Batlion. et Well, eidem Williel mo, durante vita saanatu- 
rali, on^ cum omnibus dominiif, maneriis, terns, tenementis^ baaredita- 
mentis, possessionibus, et juribus, tam spirit ualibu^ qokro temporalibaa, 
ac cum omnibus aliis proficois, commoditatibus, enM>lumenti8 aoctorita- 
tibus, jurisdictionibus et praeeminentiis quibUseumqae, eidem episeopa- 

*.Tliu*lMiildfae3d. tR7BBer,tU.>v>M. 



tm Bath, et Well', qiioquo modo speeUntibas, pertinentibns mrt ineam*^ 
bentibcn. Ed qu6d exprena raentio, See. In onjus rei, fte. Teste 
rege apod Westmdnasterium tertio d^ Febraarii. Per breve de pri- 
Tatofiigillo. 

No. XXXVI. 

«f Conge d'Eslire to the BUhoprick o/*Bath, vacant by the Betiffnation 

o/'Bariow, the I3th o/'March, 165|. 

RsoiFrA,* dileetis nobis in Christo deoano et oapituto eeolesisB eathedra- 
Ks Wellens. salatem. Cum eeolesia nostra eatkedralis preediota,per 
liberara et spontaneam resignationem in mamis nostras idtimi episeopi 
H»idem, jam sit pastoHs solatio destitutif; nos alium vobis eKgendi in 
episeopum et pastorem duximus ooncedendam : Mandantes qa6d talem 
▼obis eligatis in episeopum et pastorem, qui sacrarum Itterarum cogni- 
tiooe ad id munus aplus, Ueo devotus, nobis et reeno nostro uiiiis et 
fidelis, eeclesieque nostrte prflsdictee necessarius existat. In oujus rei, 
See. Teste regiria apud Westmonasterium, 13 die Martii. Per breve 
de pHvato sigtito. 



No. XXXVII. 

v9 Commiuion of Queen Mary's to contecrate the tucceoaor of Barlow 
i»i the Bithoprick o/Bath, the 3Sth>of Mareh, 1554. 

Rboiiti,'!* 8ce. Omnibus arehiepiscopis,episcopis, vel aliisqaiboseunque, 
quorum in liac parte intererit, saialem. 

Yacahts nuper sede episcopali infra eeelesiam nostram eathedralem 
Wellensem per deprivationem et amotionem uitimi episeopi ilndem 
deeanus et capitulnm ejusdem eeclesisB- (lieenti& priiksk nobis per eos 
altom eligendi in eorum episeopum et pastorem petita pariter et ob* 
lentA) diseretum yirum M^agistrum Giibertom Bourne, S. Theologies 
Baehalaureum in eorum episeopum et pastorem canonice elegerunt et 
nominavernnt, sieuti per eorum literas^quas vobis mittimus prsesentibus 
inelusas pleniils liquet; vobis significamus, k«> Teste regina apud 
Westmonasterium, 28 die MarUi. P^r ipsam reginam. 

A Proof that no Conseqnenee can be dHiwn against Barlov'o Conse- 
cration from, the Words met with in the preceding Commission, per de- 
brivationem & amotionem uUimi epitcopi, is, that in the Writ for the 
Temporalities of Bath given his Successor, and after the Date of ihis 
Commission, it is observed, that the See was vacant jberAderamref^^TUj- 
tionem of Barlow, It is the same Rytner. V^tX gives that Act vJiich we 
have published.. 

No. xxxvnr. 

^ Writ for the T^mporalUibM of the Biohoprick of Bath^ dated the 20rA 

o/April, 1654. 

Reoiva^ escaetori suo in oomitatu Somersetise salutem.. 

Yacantk nuper episcopatu Bathon. et Wellensi per Hberam resig- 
nationem uitimi episeopi ibidem^ deeanus et capitulum. ecclesin cathe- 
dralis Wellensis pradlctsp (licentiA nostr& primiids petitft pariter et ob- 
tentft) dilectum nobis Magistrum Gilbertum Bbume S. Theologise Bae- 
halariam in eonim episcopum.et pastorem elegerunt. Coi quidem elec- 

* Rjmer.U U. peg, 3Q0. f Ryuer, t. U. pag, 37«« X Rynser, f. Ufpttg,3»4. 
26» 
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^mt9kp u wmm ^ etecti».y»giam ■w eB W iin noifaTOn. adfcibaiimii ihhit 
mr et favoren, ipwMque eleeti fidelUUem, nobis pro dwto epitcopatn 
^ebhaoiy eeiMnMii, ae lemporalia epM^opaii^ Uliuty. proat BMirii «i|, 
r e Hk iii moa ekl«iii, hahenda et pereipieniia ^idem eleeto^ k, tempons 
vaartionit epiyeopatilt illiut. 

Bt ide6. tilii prflqeipimoi, qodd eidem electa^ temporalia pmdieta. 
^wun iMi'rtinentus, in BallWi^.tna tine dilatioDe lib^retjn fori|i|i pnididta,. 
•alvo jore «ujiulib<*t. 

TmTB regioij.apod WettmoiuMleriam SO- die Aprilb. 

Tut RMord evidentlj proi^s tbat Bfuian had freely remed his 
Biihopriek, that be dkl not suy.to be deiMMed^and that the Sentenee 
of OepoMtkm, if there ntfi one, was a thing posterior, that happened 
Qoljr bj way of. aft«rcthip, to 4epriTe that,Pi:)elate of, all hofteaof a re- 
turn to his See*. 



A Committim gfoe%, tf Parker to cof\firm Barlow m the Sec •J 
Chiohester, dated Deeember the V^hy 155Sk. 

KinnrA* Ice. Rev. in Cbristo P. Dom. Matheo arehiepifcopo Can- 
tpariensi, totins Angliip primati et roctropolitano, aalotem, 

Cvx vacantet niiper sede episcopali .Ci«e8trensiy..per morfem Johannis 
Christopherson ullimi episenpi ejusdem, ad hnmilem petitkmem deeaai 
et eapitoli ecelesii^ nostras cathedralis Cicestrensis, eisdem per IHeras 
nostras palentes lieentiaro eonceaserimns alium sibi eligendi in episeo- 
pom et paatorem sedia prwdictoa, iideroqae deeanas et aapitfiluni vigore 
^tobtentu licentiv^ nostras prssdictaa dilectum nobia in Christo Magist 
tnim Willielmum Uarloo S. Theoloj;ie Pitifesaorem, aa nuper epiaeo- 
l|am Bathonien. et Wellen. aibi et eccleai8fr:Cieeatrenal pnadietas ele- 
l^rant in episeopum et paatorem, prout per literaa anaa patentes, 
aigilk) eorum eominuai aigillataa, nobis inde direetaaypleniito liquet et 
i^oaret. 

No8 eleetionem illam aeeeptantea, ejdem electioni regiam noatnim 
asienauin adhibuimua.pariter et raTorem,et hoevpbia tencre prasaen- 
tium aignificamua: rogantea, ac in fide et dileetione quibiia nobia tene- 
^lini, firmiter prvcipiendo mandantea, quateniis eandem Magiatrum 
Will, fiarloo in episcopum et pastorem ecclesi«. calhedralia Ciceatren- 
ais pr»fiict8B (sicut pi»iertur) electum elecUonemque pr«dietam con> 
firmare, caejieraque omnia et aingela peragere, qua»,ve8tro.in hac parte 
incambunt officio pastoral i,juxta formam et elfectum atatutorum in ea 
parte editomm et |)i*o¥i9orum, velitis cum effectu. In ojujoa rei, &c, 
TEaTE reginft, apud WeetmODasterium 18 die Decembris. 

j^amtnafw* cfim recmrdo. 
Junii 19, A. D. I72I.. 

per me Robei:tum Sander eim* 

\v the foregoing Record as publiahed by Rymer^ after these Words, 
eleetionem pradktam confirmare, we find these Words, JBt eundem 
Magiitrum tVillielmum liadoo episctpttm et faetortm eccleritt prtt" 
ttcta coRtf^erarc* / . but thcae last wonla are neither foond in the Ar- 
ehives of the Rolls, nor in Pafker'9 Register, and it is indispatable by 
the Proofs produced, that this Clause waa not tranacribtd by that eom- 

* Par. 14. 2. Efiz. m. 5 & Beg, TSrker, JUL S4, 40. 



ailei^ bat printed bj laadverlcAM Mid SarpHie, m b attested above hj 
J9-. SHanafrtcny^wtA hf. othen who, hmfn WMMiilted ibe origiiMil of tbit 
ReamtU 



No. XL. 
l*he Aet of J9arfew'»Imts)latton ki-the HbcNe^oTPfcers, June 90} 1S30. 
Mptractum. i H^ (HumtH Superirit JDemut PariiamefUu^An. 28, 

On Teneris 30 Janij dedmo tertio die Paiiiaroenti; 

Hodie allatpm ett Kegiam breve Rererendo in Christo Petri W. 
MeneTen. Episcopo directara, quo idem Bpiscopus in prsssenti I'arlia- 
mento penonaliter ad eomparendam sammonebator : Qui prMsens ad- 
mittus est ad suQin Eiiiinenti» locum ^salvo cttipiam jure-. 

Poetea idem Episeopus Meoeventit eomparuit in eodem Parliaroento 
d»ebut Julij tequentibus toilicet 1, 4, 6, 7( 10>| 19^ 14» et eodem die post 
meridiem, 15, 17» 18) settione ante roeriduina. 

Concordat euro Originali,. Ja^ Mbiiest,. 

EoiiusiD. J^fiTZ-GiHALD^ Clerk assistant. 

Jo. JSSIKOS. 



No. XLl. 

JSx Beg. Cranm*. foL S39i Contecratio Di^. Z>. JithanMa Stety in 

EpiBCopum Roffent, 

Ijg Oratorio sive Capella Manerii sui de Croydon Eoelesifls Christi Can- 
toariensis Jurisdiotioms immediatm die DominicAr videlicet tricesimo die 
mensis Aogusti A. 0. 1^51* sub modo et fermib- sobsequentibos. 

Idem Reverendissifnus ad hoc tarn sacrum munus obeundum, usitatis 
insi^ijs redimitus, et uno. Epitogio sive CapA holosericA indntasy Ora- 
tonnm soum nncdietum, honest^ et decenter ornatum, ingreasus, ad 
oelebrandum aaero^netam Domini Coenam, uti moris est, ex pne* 
seripto libri intitolati, The Book of Common Service (lest) coram plebe 
ibidem congregatft accinetus, inchoatis primitils et public^ recitatis sane- 
tic sttffragijs m h&o parte deputatis, lectisque in volgari EpistolA et 
Evangelio ad banc diem designatis; eisque finitis Heverendi Pistrea 
Bomini Nicolaas London, et Jo. Episeopus Suffhiganeus Bedford, eidem 
Reverendissimo in hujosmodt Conseeratione assistentesy soperpelliceis 
linteis et Capis iitduti, Bacalos suos Pastorales in eovtim manibos tenen- 
tes, dictum Dominom Jo. Seorye eonsimili . habitu induium, medium 
iater se ducentes, cum ei<lem Reverendissimo . Patri, in decenti Cathe- 
dra sedeoti^et ad hujuomodi sacrum Consecrationis munus (ut prainutti- 
tur>impartiendum accineto prssseotabant, et ezhibefaant sub hujusmodi 
verborum tenore. 

M^t Reverend Father in Ood, toe preaent unto wm thie Godhf and 
toell learned Man to .be • contecraied Buhoppe. 

Eodem Electo mox prodocente Regias Literas Patentes eidem 
Reverendissimo Patri directas, hone complectentes tenorem 

Edwardus sextus, &p. Teste meipso apud Westm. 

87« die Aprilis, Anno Regni nostri qainto. 

Quibus de Mandato Reverendissimo puUic^ per Griffiinum Leysoai 

L.L. D. Dicti Reverendissimi Patris Cancellarium lectis, ipse Eleotus 

taetis Saero-mDCtis Dei Evangeliisjttrameotnra prestitit oorporale de 



908 AFFBNDIX. 

ffcnuntbiido, refoUnclo, et reensan^o Romano Pbntifice, ejusqae Aae- 
toriUti fct JuniadieUoni uaurpatis sob bito aerie verbonini ••»-... 

I JOHK SCORTS, &c. 

Mox taetis ilenoo eiadem Evangelija, qui sapra Electus et conseeran- 
dut Canonicoe obcilientie josjaranclum ReTerendiMimo Arebiepiacopo 
exbibendum. aab Uke formk sequente, pnastitit 

X JOBH SCOBTR, &C. 

Qaibas sic in oitline expedilis, Reveroodissimus habait Yerba ad popu- 
lum et plebem, hortando et excitando, omnem Coetum prsesentem ad 
aupplioationes iiindendas Altissimo^ juxta contentum et oi'dinem prse* 
acriptum in libro Oixiinarip emanato, sub dat. raensis M^rtij A. U. 1549. 
Pro cujps libri serie et teoore sep^ dictos Electus fuit rit^ et rect^ 
consecratus, et Episcopalibus inaignijs indutiis: presfnissatameDet pub- 
lic^ expositft primitus per Keverendum Patrem London. Antistitem, in 
madnm concionis Epist. S. Paulrad Titam prima Gapitulo,.ijs omnibu? 
ad aiBHssim peroetis', participataque Commonione CoKporis et Sanguinis 
Domini Nosiri Jesu ChrisU s»per quMam mens&olinteo albo coopertit, 
tam per dicium Heverendissimura, qukm etiam pep dictos aasistentes, 
«t dictum Gonsecratum, ceterosque ibidem miDistrantes* idem Revc- 
rendissimus decrevit scribendum tore venerabiii vira Domino Arclrdia- 
eono Cantuar pro Investiturk, InstallaUone et Inthronizatione dioti 
E«pisoopi Rofien. uti moris est. Acta sunt hsec in prsesentijs Antonij 
Huse Reeistrarij principalis dicti Reverendisnmi IHitrb, Petri Lyllj, 
^wardi 3yg^ Jpbannis incent Notarionim publicoram, &c. 

Concordat cum Originali 

Ita teMor 

RiCARDua Chichklbt^N. p. 

Ex RegUtf Jokanni^ Scory, Lib, B. 

* Beoistrdm Reverendi in Christo Patcis ac Domini Domini Jobaonis 
diviniL permissione dudum Roffens. Episcopi, et nuper in Episcopum et 
Pastorem Ecclesiee Cath. Cicestrensis. rit^. et legitime nomioati et 
translati , &c. 

Jicfa Infifidfationia ejutikm, Ji*, PatrU, 

ViCESiMononodie rafsnsis Julij 1552. Venerab. vir Johannes Worthial 
utriusque juris Baacalaureue rc Archidiaconns ArchidiaoonatCks Cices- 
trensis in Ecclesift Cathedrali-pr8edict&. necnon Procurator prsenomi* 
nati Rei^erendi Patris pro installatione, et inthronizatione ejusdem 
Keverendi Patris in Eoelesifi hujusmodi obtinendfi et expediendi ; ad 
ostium Occidentale Ecclesie Cathedralis pradietsc personatitcr con- 
stitutus, coram venerabiii riro Jacobo Turberrille S. T. P. pralibatae 
EeelesiA^Cath. Capituli pro hftc vice Praisidente^.et Capitulo ejusdem, 
ac cssteris Ministris Eoclesiie hujusmodi* tone- ibidem existentibus 
exhibuit quoddam Procuratorium cujus Procuratorij tenor talis est. 

Pateaf universiaper prsssenteaquod cum Nob Johannes 80017^ nuper 
Roffens. Epison^ius, ad, E^desiam. Cathedfalem Cieestrensem rit^ et 
le^tim^ nominati et translati, v^rijs tamen nonnullis et arduis negotijs 
wte6 prtepcditi sumus.... Itaque expeditioni infra scriptorum in p^r- 
8on& nostra commod^ interesse non possimus.,.. Dilectum igitur nobis 
in Christo Magistrum Johannem Worthiall utriusque Juris Baccalau- 
ream^ Arehldiaconum Cieestrensem, in Ecclesi& nostrft Cathedrali 
Cicestfensi, nostrum terum, legitimum, et indubitatum Procuratorem^ 
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Aetorem, Faetorem, negotioram «mtronini infi;a acriptorum GeHorem 
et MiriMtnini speowlera noroinamus^ onJinamuB, fMoithut et conslltui- 
mus per pr«sentes; damas et concedimus eidem Proouratori nostro 
potestatem generalem et roandalura speciMle pi'o nobis, ae vice et nomi- 
nibus nostro coram Decano, ejusve deputato et Capitulo dicttt nostrs 
Cathedralis Cicestrens. compai'endi, nosque k personal! comparatione 
in hko parte ezcusandi, nosque in realcm, aetualem et corporatcm pos- 
sessionem diets Ecclesia Cathedralis Cioestrens et dignitatis Episeo- 
palis ejusdera induoi et install ari et intronizari petendi et obtinendi, et 
generaliter omnia alia et singula faciendi, exercendi et expediendi quae 
io prsemissis, seu circa ea, necessaria sint Tel fuerint^ sen quomodolibet 
oppoitoua; in cujus rei testimonium, &c. Dat. in Manerio nosiro de 
Aldingborne 28. die mensis Julii An. Dora. 1552. 
^ Quo quidem Hrocuratotio exhibito, public^que perlecto, ac per PraS" 
aidentem et Capitulum antedict. quatenus ad eos atUnebat admisso, 
dictus M. Jo. Worthiall petijt se nomine quo suprk in realem, aotua- 
lem et eorporalero possessionem Kcclesite Cath. pr«diete admitti in- 
stallari et intronizari. 

Deinde preefatus Pnesidens et Capitulam, cum alijs Ministris, an2l 
cam dicto Magistro Jo. Worthiall Procuratore antedicto intrarunt 
£cclesiam ibidem etk dicto ostio Occidentali usque ad ostium Chori 
ejnsdem Ecclesis euntes, et abhinc per medium Chori usque ad pri- 
mum gradum procedendo Psalmum Deua misereatur in yulgari devbt^ 
decantarunt, factlU]ue ibidem genuflexione paulisper per dictum Pro* 
caratorem, precibusque et oratione per pr^fatum Praesidem in tali 
Acta soiitis solemniter dictis, providus vir M. LAurentius Woodcocke 
Clericus public^ tunc ibidem exhibuit et legi fecit quasdam literas Com- 
missionales per Yen. virum Edmundum Cranmer Archidiaconum 
(3antuar. ei directas tenoris sequentis. 

Edmundus Cranmer Archidiaconus Cantaar. ad quem induotio* inr 
stallatio et intronizatio omnium et singulorura Episcoporum Cantuar., 
ProvinciK tam de jui'e et. laudabili longavaque et legitime prascripta 
consuetudine, quam . . . dignoscitur pertinere, venerabilihus viris Magis- 
tris Johanni Worthiall Archidiacono Cicestrensi et Laurentio Wood- 
cocke Prebendario in e4dem Ecclesi^ salutem in Domino sempitemaro-, 
&c. Duduro pro parte Reverendi in Christo Patris et Domini Domini 
Johannis Scory nuper Uoffensis Episcopi, ad Ecclesiara^ Cathed. Cices* 
trensem vacaniem in Episcopum et Pastorem ejusdem Eeclesiw rit6 et 
legitime iiominati & tranalati, fuimus debita cum instantia requisiti, 
quatenus eundera Rev. Patrem,.vel ejus Procuratorem legiiimum, in 
realem, aetualem et corporalem possessionem Ecclesise^ Cath. Cices- 
trensls^ juriumque et pertinentium suorum uniycrsorum induoeremus, 
et installaremus, et intronizaremns.. I^os vero antefati Reverendi 
Patris reqoisitioni' et voto annuere volentes ttobis, et yestrClm cuilibet, 
ad indocendum prselibatum Reverendum Patrem seu ejus Procurato- 
rem legitimum, in realem, actnalem et corporalem possessionem ante- 
dietss EcclesiflB Cathedralis Cioestrensis, juriumque et pertinentium 
sacrum universorora.oonjunetim etdivisim commiftimus vices nostras, 
et plenam in hac parte tenore prsssentiom, concedimus facultatem. 
Ice. Datam Londini 28 die mensis Junii an. £>. 1552. 

Quamm insuper literarom authoritate et vigore preefatus M. Lau- 
reotius Woodoocke antedicium Magistrum Jo. Worthiall nomine 
Procaratorio dicti Reverendi Patris 'tn Sedem Episcopalem Eoelet. 
Cathedr. prodiet. honorific^ induzit, installavit et intronizayit, &e. 
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No. XUI. 

An Auihentiek Certificate u/* tfte Fault commitied by Rymer in the 
V9mmiftion9 directed to barker for confirming Barlow in the See of 
Chicheal9r, mic^ Seory vi thai of Hereford. 

De Episcopo Koffensi constituto Pat. 5. Edward 6. p. 1. la. 38. 

Joannet Story e pro Scorje. 

Sigoificavit pro eodem Episcopo. Ibidem, 

Significavit pro CicestreiiM Episcopo. Pat, 2. JE&z. p. 14. m. 5. 

UoGAMTia et in fide et dilectione quibus nobis teneroini firroiter praeci- 
piendo mandantes quatenus eundem Magistrum Willielroum Barloo in 
Episcopum et Paatorcm Kcclesie Cathedralis Cicestrensis preedicts sic 
ut pr«&tertur, electum, eleclioiiemqtie prtedictam confirmare, et ean- 
dem Magistrum Willielraum liHrluo Episcopum et Pastorem Ecclesiae 
prsedicle consecrare; csDteraque omnia et singula peragere que yestro 
in hae parte incumbunt Officio Pastorali, &c. velitis cum effectu. 

Significc^t pro M^copo Herefordenoi Ibid, m. 6. 

Quatenus eundem Magistrum Johannem Storye in Episcc^um £e- 
cleMSB Cathedi-alis Herefordensis preedicts, sic at praefertur, electum, 
electionemque prsdictam eonfirmare, et eundem Magistrum Johannem 
Storye Episcopum et Pastorem Ecclesise prsedictiB consecrare ; cnter- 
aque omnia et ungala peragere, &c. 

Haying carerully perused the aboye-roentioned Record of Year 5. £d- 
Q. I find that /. Sttrrye is all along through the Error of the Transcriber 
mistaken for Scorye, as also in the Significavit pro eodem Epiocopo. 
And that this Mistake might easily haye been made by one of a better 
Judgment, the letters ("t ) and ('cj so nearly resembling each other 
in the hand wherein these Records are written, that the difference is 
scarce any otherwise discernible than by a comparison with the other 
Records relating to the Person concerned. 

1 haye also compared the above-written Exti*act8 with the Records of 
(he 2. Eliz, and find no such, as eundem Magistrum ffFiUiehnum Bar^ 
loo, Joannem Scorye ) Epi%copwn U pattorem Eccleaia pradicta contC' 
crare, in either of the Patents. 

Xta testor 
RiCARDcs Chichelkt, L.L.B. Notarias 
poblicos, Dioeceseos Cantuariensis 
Commissarius, et Reverendissimo in 
Christo Patri ac D. D. Gaillielmo 
Cantuar. Archiepiscopo a Secretis. 



No. XLIII. 

Contecratio Domini Milonifi Coverdale in Episcopum Exonientem, 

Ex lieg. Cranm, fol. 334. 6. 

Iv Oratorio sive Capella manerij sui de Lambehithe Winton. IKoeces. 
die Dominic4 viz. tricesimo die otensis Augttsti A. D. 1551, &o. 

Cflstera sequunter ijadem fere yerbis, eodem omnino sensu at in Aetis 
prtecedentibus. Johan. Scr)rye. 

In attestatione deest Johannis Incent nomen, qai ideo yidetar hale 
€onsecrationi non interfaisse. 

Ita testor, 

RlGABDUB ChICHSLST. 

Not. Fob. 
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Fmrther Prooft of Coverdale's ConKcration, taken from the RegUtfr 

of the Chapter of Exon. 

I?r a Register belonging to the Dean and Chapter of Exeter, fol. 894, 
295. is entered the Mandate at large of Edmund Cranmer, Ai*ch«Uea- 
con of Canterbury, directed to the Canons of the Cathedral Church of 
Exeter, (the Deanery being then vacant,) empowering them to instal 
and inthrone the U. Milet Coverdale, Bishop of Exon, into the Posses- 
sion of the said Church, which Mandate recites his Conseoi'ation in 
these Words, viz. Dudum pro parte Rev, in Chruto Putrit et D. D. 
Miionis Coverdale Exon. Efnscopi modemi ad Eccleoiam Cathedralem 
Exon. per Uberam retigncuionem Joannis Voytey ultind PaatorU ibidem 
vacantem, in Epitcopum et Peutorem ejuadem rite et legitimi d sua 
Regia Celoitudine nominatiy et d Reverend, in Chrioto Putre et D, D, 
Thoma, permiasione Diviiid Cantuar, ^rehiepiecopOy iotina ^nglite 
PrimaU et MetropoHtano conaecrati, fitvnua debiia cum inatanHa re- 
quiaiti' Quatenua, Uc. The Date of the Mandate runs thus, viz. 
JDat. Londini ulpmo die menaia AtiguaH anno Dom. mUteaaimo quingen" 
teaimo quinquageaimo primo, regnique metuendiaaimi aupradicH Domini 
noatri Regia Edwardi aexti anno 5. 

The next Entry to this fol. 293. of the Register aforesaid, is of the 
Certificate returned by the Chapter of said Church to the Arch-Deacon 
of Canterbun, acquainting him that they bad received his Mandate, 
and had in Pursuance of it installed and inthroned MU. Coverdale 
Bishop of Exon the eleventh Day of September following 

In fol. 296. of the same Register, is enter'd the Mandate of Milea 
Bishop of Exon, to the President of the Chapter of the same Church, 
empowering and requiring him to induce and install Jamea ifaddon 
into the Deanery of Exon, the Date of which runs thus, viz. Datum 
aub aigillo noatro in Palatio noatro Exon. nono die menaia Jviij an. 
D. 1553. regnique Regia Majeataiia aupradicUe anno aeptimo noatrct' 
que Conaecrationia anno aecitndo. 

In the public Registry of the Bishop of Exon, there is a Register 
with this Title, viz. Regiatrum Reverendiaaimi Milonia, permiaaione 
Divind Exon, Epiacopi incaptum 12. die menaia Septembria anno D, 
1551. et Conaecrationia ipsiua Dom. Milonia Einaprimo. 

The first Entry in this Registry is fol. 1. 2. ot a Commission granted 
by MUea Bishop of Exon to Th* Herle for the Exercise of Ecclesiasti- 
cal Jurisdiction, the Date of which runs thus, Dot. Exon. in Palatio noa- 
tro 17. die mernia Septembria an. D, 1551. regniqtie Regiee Majea- 
iatia aupradictee anno quinto, et noatra Conaecrationia anno prima* 

In fol. 5, 6. of the same Register, is enter'd the Institution of Leon. 
Biiaon in the Prebend of Teinton and Talmion, the Date of which runs 
thus, viz Datum apud Elxon. in domo noatra Epiacepali ibid. 19. die 
menaia JuliJ unno 1552. regnique Regia Majeatia aupradicUe anno 
aex et noatra Conaecrationia anno primo, 

- In fol 6, 7. of the same Register is enterM the Mandate of MUea 
Bbhop of Exon for the Induction of Leon, Biiaon to the aforesaid 
Prebend, which bears Date the same Day, and concludes with the same 
Words, noatra Conaecrationia anno primo. 

In the same Book, 12, 13. is contain'd a Register of the Ordinations 
of iliifetf Bishop of Exon, the Title of which runs thus,i;ir. Regiatrum 
de Ordinibua Reverend, in Chriato Patria et D. D, JMihnia permit" 
eione Divina Exon. Epiacopi, celebratia in Diacea, Exon. (Hebua, 
annia et lociaprout inferiua continetur. 



3X2 ArPBHBIX. 

Tlie number of OrdiMlioM here coCcrM we in all «, the Dntet 
whereof are as folloviy 



f^\De€emMt mm* Damm 1551. 

I wonuom itim^ Dtmtiii 1551-S. 

^i\jum anno Domini 1552. 



j^piiW 



22 LMaii anno Domini 1553. 

Some of these Ordioations were in tlie Bishop's own Chapel, other 
id the Cathedral Chureh of Exong and excepting the different Planes 
and OaUs of caeh Ordin;.tioo, the Entries ran eonsUntlj in the same 
Stjie, viz. Ordinto cekbraUf Uc.per R, in Chrioio Patrcm et D. D, 
Miloti, Exon. Epitcofmm, Conoecrationio nue annoprimo^ only the last 
Ordination is, Conoeaationio mut anno oeamdo, 

Concoriiat cum JirchioiM Decani 

et Capitu/i Mroa. necnon D. 

Bifitcopi Exon, 

'^ Ita testor 

Mieol Webber. N. P. & 

Oeeani et Capitoli Exon. 

Seacearij Clerieos 14* 

Augosti 1725. 



No. XLIV. 

^cta ConoecraUonio Johanmo Hodgkin. Extracta ex Regiotro Cran- 

mer. foL 234. a, 

Utene Patentes RegisB pro eonsecratione Johannis Hodgkin Episeopi 
Sedis Bedford. Teste roetpso apud Westmonasterhim tertio die 
Deeembris, anno Kegni nostri Tieesimo-nono. Per Breye de prirato 
sgillot^t de dat. prsediet. auth«)ritate Parliamenti. 

Ibid, b. Consecratio Domini Joaonis Hodgkin Kpisoopi Suffragan. 
Bedford. 

Dix Dominico nono die mensis Deoembris anno Domini et Re«s prse- 
diet. In qaodam Sacello infrH Vestibalum Eoclesise Cathedr. D. ranli 
London. Uevc-rendus Pater Domious Johannes London. Episoopus, vir- 
tute LiterarumCommissionalium ileverendissimi Patrls Domini Tbom» 
Cantuarienfis Arehiepiseopi ac MetropoUtani, eidem Reverendo Patri 
per* Yenerabilem virum Magtstrum Johannera CockesLegum DocKnrem 
ipsius ReTerendissimi Patris Vicariam in apiritualibus generalem, et 
OfRcislem principalero, prssentataroro, Asssistentibos sibi Reverendis 
Patribus Johanne Roffen. et Roberto Assaven. Episcopis debits cam 
solemnitate yigore quaramdam Literarum Patentium k Re^ Mijes- 
tate nobis in e& parte directainim, munus Consecrationis Rehgioso Tiro 
Johanni Hodgkin, sacrc Theologi« Profetsori, ad Sedem Suffr^jan. 
Bedford. Lincoln. Dicecesis, Cantuariensis Provinci* in pnefatis Literia 
Patentibos dicti Illustrissimi Prinoipis specific^ noroinato, prtestito pri* 
nliiiM per eomdem juramento eorporali, tactisque per eamdem Saero- 
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lanetb Dei E?«iiKelp«,jaste tenorem junmenti speeifioiti inqaodam 
•tatnto Parlumieoti, m ei parte editi* impendebat, eidenque beDcdizit^ 
•e in Bpiacopura Suffiraganeom Sedis prndiote eonseoraiit, et eidem 
insignia Kpi^oopalia, modo debiCe et ooosaeto oootulit : Pneaentibuay &e. 

Segtdtur uutrumentum Jirchiepiteopi de C^ntecratione prmtUctd, 

Universis sancttt Matris Eoclesi® filijs ad quoe praeseotes Liters per- 
yenerint, Thomas permissione divinft Caatuar. Ai-ehiepiao. toUus Ang- 
liie Primas et Metropolitanus Salutem ia Domino* et fidem indubiam 
praesentibus adiiibere. Ad aaiversitatis vestrie notitiam deducimus et 
dedaci volumus per prsesentes, qaod die Dominico noDO die menaia 
Deoembris, anno millesimo quingentesimo trigesimo septimo, et Regni 
Ulastrissimi in Christo Principis Domini nostri Domini Uenrici Octavi 
Dei ^ratii Anglise et Franciae Reeis, Fidei Defensoris, et Domini Uy- 
bemise, ac in terris sub Christo LooleBie Anglicanse Capitis sapremi, 
anno vicesimo nono; in qiiodam Sacello infra Vestibulam EUiclesise 
Cathedr. D. Paali London. Reverendus Confrater noster Dom. Johan* 
nes London. Episcopus, Tirtute Literarum CommissionaUum noalrarum, 
eidem Reverendo Patri, per Venerabilem virum Magtstrum Jo. Copkes 
L.L. D. Vicarium nostrum in spiritualibus Generalem et Ufficialem 
prineipalem, prsesentatarum, assistentibus sibi Reverendis Confratribus 
ndatrb Jo. Roffen. et Roberto Assaven. Episcopis, debits cum solemni- 
tate, vigore quaruiidam Literarum Patentium k Regii Majestate nobis 
in eft parte direotarum, Munus consecrationis Religioso viro Jo. Hodg- 
kin S. T. P. ad Sedem Suffragan. Bedfop?d. Lincoln. Dicsces. nostrae 
Cantuar. Pi*ovinci8e, in prsefatis Literis Patentibus dicti lltustrissimi 
Principis specific^ nominato, prseatitu primitiis per eundem jurameoto 
corporali, tactisque per eundem Sacro-sanctis l)ei Evangelijs, juxta 
tenorem juramenti specificati in qaodam statuto Parliamenu in e& 
parte edito, impendebat, eidemqoe benedizit, ae in Episeopam Suffra- 
ganeum Sedis praedietae conseeravit, et eidem insignia Episeopalia modo 
debito et consueto contnlit. Datum in Manerio nostro de Lambehithe 
prsBdict.. nono die menus Deeemb. anno Dom. praedioto, et nostrae con« 
seoralioQJs anno qainto. 

Concordat cum Originali, 
Ita testor 

KiCABDUa CHlCHJtLET, N. P. 



No. XLV. 

JBtlraet from Bonner's Regittrg. 

EuMUNDUs permis8i<Hie Divina Londoa. Episcopus, Universis et siliKvlia 
Christ! fidelibus, ad quos praesentes literse nostre testimoniales pervena* 
rint; ac eis praesertim quos infra scripia tangunt, seu tangere poterq^ 
qaomodolibet in futurunK salutem in Auetore aalutis et fidein indubiani 
praesentibus adhibere. Quia boni Pastoris officium tunc nos rite exequi 
arbitramur, cum ad exeflaplar Christi errantes oves ad eaulam pominiei 
Gregis reclucimus, et Ecclesiae Christi, quae redeunti greniam noa 
eUkudit, restitoimus: et quia dileotus Confrater noster Joannes naper 
Cicestrien. Episcopus in Dioc. et juriadictione nostra Umdoo. ad praa- 
sens residentiam «t moram fociens; qui olim laxatis pudicitiae et eaati- 
tatis habenis, eontra Sacros Canonea et Sanctoram PaUum -deereta ad 
illiettas et prohtbitas conyolavit nuptias; se ea rationenon lolniii Ecclfi- 
siastic. Sacrament, pertractand. omnino indignum ; ?enMii etiam A 
pabtica officii sui pastoralis functioiie privataoot. et wineqwmi iwldensy 
27 
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tnoiMtv lieentioMB vK« Ttlde poBoitentem et deplorsntpni, plarimw 
ar|umeniis le deelnravit, ae pro emnmiM'u pOBDitentiam alias per nos 
•Sn injaneUm MluUi'eni, aliqao teropofw traeta in eordis sui amaritQ- 
dine et aDimi dolare peregk, vttam hactenas degpens laudabilero speni- 
qae fiiciena id le in postenim faetururo, atque ob id ad Eeeleaiaaiicfle ac 
Paaloralit Funclionis statum, taltem cum qnodam temperamento^ 
Jaidlia ezigente, reponend. hinc est quod nns prsemissa ac humilem 
dieti confratris nostri petidonem pro recoiiciliatione sua habenda et ob- 
tinenda oonsiderantes, ejas precibos favorabiliter inclinati, eundcm con- 
fratrem nostrum ad publicum E^elesiastici Ministeiii et Officii sui Pas- 
toraris Functionem et Executionem, infra Dice, nostram London, exer- 
eend. quatenusde jure possumus et absque cujusque prsejudicio restitui- 
mus, rebabilitavimus et redintegravinius, prout tenore prsesentium sie 
restituirous, rehabilitamus et redintegiamus; Sacrosancte Kcclesise de- 
mentia et ChristiMna Charitate id exegentibus. Vobis igilur universis 
et singulis supradictis prBfaturo con fratrem nostrum, sic ut Prsemitti* 
tur restitutum, rchabilitatum tt reintegratum fuisse, et esse ad omnes 
effectus supradictos significamur et notificamus per presentes sigillo 
nostra sigillat. Dat. in Maneriu noslro de Fulham die 14. mensis Julii 
Anno Dom. 1554, et nostrse Transla. Anno. 15. 



No. XLVI. 

3^morial presented to Pope Clement Xlth fnf the Congregation of 
the Holy Office, on behouf nf John Clement Gordon, loho had been 
JiUhop of Glasgow, afid -was desirou* of being lU-ardained. a» 
given by Le Quien. Pieces Jiistificatiyes, p. Ixix. 

Beatissime Pater. 

JoAKVBS Clemens Gordon Scotus nuper Romsd ad fidem conversos ad 
pedes Saiictitatis vestrss humilliroe provolutus, expoiiit, quemadmodam 
l&piaeopat^ graduro in pairiA obtbioerit, ritu hseretieorura utcumqae 
eonseeratus. Cum autem hujusmodi consecrationero opinetur esse nul- 
1am, ob rationem huic supplici Libello annexam, et sammoper^ deside- 
ret ex suo gradu dubio ac suspenso, ad ceitum statum Eeclesiasticum 
adscribi, Oeoquc et Ccclesise Catliolicn inservire, ideo. 

Supplicat reverenter Orator, ut Sanctitas vestra declarare dignetnr, 
hujusmodi ordinationem esse illegitimam et nullam ; atque secum, ut 
ordines sacros Catholico ritu suscipere queat, dispeusare. et Deus, &c. 

Motivtim, oh quod Jinglicanonan Heterodoxorum ovdinationet arb^ 
tratur Orator, cum pbtrvttd Catfioiicorumy imo et heUrodoxorum parte, 
nuUo modo vaiidas aid posse. 

Ut enim validse dici possent, non dubi^ duntaxat, verom certo constare 
oporteret, apud prcetensos Episcopos AngMs residere verum Episcopa- 
tes Characterem; legitimam illos accepisse ab Ecclesi& Catholic^ per 
SQCcessionem aliquaro onlinationem, consecrationemque, et denique ab 
illis Pseudo Episcopis adhibitum fuisse, ac etiamnura ildhiberi essentia- 
lem in eorum conseorationibus, formam, materiani, intentionemque. 
Etenim, si qui<l ex iribus hisce, nimirum charactere, legitime consecra- 
tione, formftque, aut intent ione liesit, consecrationem dici nullam et 
invalidam cum .'l*heologis omnibus fateri necesse est. 

Quod aiitenri primura spbctat, fbtentnr hteretici, illius regioois doo- 
Utsimi, (nipote lomine Teritatisibonvicti] nullam apud se ordinandi po- 
testatem sse, tpne ab Ecclesia Romano-Catholicft derivata in eos non 
ait. Id oonfitetur ingenn^ Bridgesius Pseudo- Epi<:copu8 f )xonienBis in 
Defennone Regiminis, &c. pag. 278. Ecce ejus verba: SifratrcM 
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nftri PapUtoM tmUum Laic— ette velinty etimut not, et omneB MUHB" 
iri notirif meri quoque Laid, JSTam quia not ordinavit ilfirmf ro«, nut 
qui de eorum Ministerio ftterunt? J>/Ui finan a popvh Mittistroi 
fieri vriiini* Quod ultimum negat Ministellus ilie. At noii est illi 
aaseutieadum pro illii parte, quod Mmisterium a CMtholien (ut prse se 
fertj habueriiit, cum nuliani Bucoestivn ordmationis rationem afTerat. 
Wm aatem subiaU, nulla alia Consecrntionis apud hnretioos istos extant 
▼«8tigia, pr»Cer Minitterium a populo, vel Principe Laico acceptum. 
Itaque, si nulla legilima ordinatb Conseoratioque SaoeitiotRlis aut £pit* 
oopalis in illos manarit, ab Orthodozta Romano GathoUeis Episcopis; 
igitur et nullum characterem, nullamque habent in se Consecrationem ; 
atque adeo banc in alios nequeunt valide oonferre. Sed ne solis hfto in 
re (quod hujat dolni caput est^ videatur Orator htereticorum assertioui- 
btts inniti, invaliditatem Cooseerationum his argumentis ex historic de- 
proraptis invict^ probat. 

Constat, nullum Episeopum Catholicum in sohismate et verie Fidei 
Abjnratione Anglicani ad part<;8 transiisse heereticorum, preter unum 
Antooium, Kitchin nomine, Episeopum Landaffensem, doctrin& et 
aeientii inter cssteros infirmuro, qui taroen nefando muneri ordinandi a 
Regina Elizabetha deputatus, tantum abfiiit ut id exenueretur, ut cqb- 
eum se, adeoque imposiio muneri imparem simularit, faeinusque detet- 
tatua, nullit minis ad id unquam adduci potoerit (ita Hardingus in Con- 
futatione Apoiogetica, part. 2. e. 2.). Id ipsum Stous, Chronolo^sta 
Anglus subinde agno^it, etsi suis id Annalibus inserere, metu reginoinis, 
nOB sit ausus, uti testator nobilis vir D. Constabilis in Manusoripto pro- 
prio, pag. 13. 

Agebat quoque sub id tempus in Turri Londinensi Arehiepiseopus 
quidam Uibernus, quem propositft libei'tate et prsemiis heeretici depre- 
eabantur, ut miscrtua orbitails suitj Bccleslas Mlntstros ordinaret. At 
▼ir bonus, inquit Sanderus de Schismate, pag. 400. JSTuUo modo ad' 
dud potvUy -ui haretida »acr€U marma imponeret, vel aUeno peccato 
communicitret. Cum aulem heeretici sua se spe cecidbse viderent, inito 
eonsilio in Tabemam ad Caput Equi in platei Cheapside Londini, con- 
dieto die conveuiunt anno 1559, et quid agendum statuunt. Ac tandem 
tomultuario opere ex preesentrbus (aderant enim plures) Joannem 
Scoriura Apostatam Religiosum, hand Episeopum, deligunt, qui ordina- 
tionis speoiem persgeret. Is legerat ex Reformatis Tunii cujusdam 
librum secundum de Eccled^, cap. 4. impositionem in Ecclesi^ manuum 
nihil aliud olim fuisse, qoam dextei'se in dexteram, amicitise ergo, injeo- 
tionem. Jubet ilaque adstantes in genua procumbere, et apprehensft 
cujusdam Parkeri laiei dextrd, Eia^ inquit, Domine Epiacope Cantua* 
rietiaia, aurge. 

Pari modo aliqui exiis qui aderant, hoc ritu ordinavit. Ita accidisse 
testatusoculatus testis Thomas Keal, Professor Hngute Hebraicse Oxocii, 
cuidam suo amico Heberlei, cum uterque Keligionis caus& exul ex pa- 
trj& in Belp;io degeret. Prodiit quidem anno 1613. hoc est 54. annia 
post prcedictum factum, liber Londini editus, cujusdam Formalists 
Angli, Francisci Masoni nomine : is prsetendit, se in Arehivo quridam 
invenisse Episcoporum successionem a Catholieis ordiiiatorum. Sed ab 
omnibuA exploditur, quia nimirum sui dicti nullam probationem affert. 
Itaque illos constat, nullam ab EcclesiiL Ter& aceepisse ordinationem 
validam, adeoque nee characterem ullum, ac proinde eorum ordinationea 
esse inyalidas et nullas. 

Adde, quod licet per successionem legitiroam, aliquam hssreticos 
qnispiam Ordinationem Conaeerationemque Episcopalem aocepisset 
(quod tamen nullo argumento probatur) eiiamnum eorum Ordinationes 
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iBvalid»diMikdM c«Mi ob dclcdni ■i>tq i M ,fc i m »et mtentioiiiide- 
biUB. Kalli enim malerii oUiDinr, wm fiHte tnuiitione BiUiomm, 
nnlUt forma Icgiiinui t ioio foraiam Catholworviii adjeeereyet eommii* 
UTere in liane : Jlcdp* ptiettaiem pwrndiamdi verlnm Dei, et admkn^ 
trmndi umcta efut SmtrametUmg qiMc ewenliilitftr differt a fomui 
Oitiiodaut, Deindc, qa« iDtCDtia ab iIIm fonaari polerit, qai ii^;ant 
Cbriftam ant primam £tele«iam ullnm Inementnn histituiMe Saerifi- 
dom/ Soblato antem Saerifieki^ tollilur Sacerdos, soUato Saaerdote, 
toUitor Episcopoai aublato alterutro tolHtuTf at ait S. Uieron. diaL con- 
tra LuciferaMN, MecUiia, I'idetet EvtmgeUum. 

Ucnique conitans semper in Angrw t'oit pnous, at ti h«retieoram 
Ministrorum ad greminm revcrtatnr Eceleaitt^ ■ecularis imtar babeatnr. 
Unde si ligatng ait Matrimonio, in eodem permancat ; nn liber, et ad 
ttatam Eeeleaiastieum trantire relit, alioram Catholieomm more ordl- 
netur, vel si libuerit, nxorem docat. Ergo, A;e. FeriA 5. die 17- 
April s 1704b in Congregatione generali S. K. et univermlis Inqnisitionis, 
baojta in Palatio Apcistolieoapod S. Petrum eoram Sanetissimo D. N. D. 
Ckmente Dvn^ ProTidenti& Papa XI. ae Eminentissimis et Rereren- 
disslmis Dominis S. K. Eeelesisd Cardinalibaa, in totft Repnbl. Cbris- 
tiana contra bsereticam pravitatem generalibua Inquisitoribas, a S. Sede 
Apostolic& speeialiter depatalis. 

Lecto supHKlieto Memoriali, Sanctissimiia D. noater Papa prwdiebn 
auditis votis eorandem Emiaentiatimonim, deerevit qnod prtedietos 
Joatmet Ckmeru Chnhn Orator ex iniegro ad omnes ordines^ etiam 
Sacrot et PresbyteratOs promoreatnr, et qoatenoa non foerit Saera- 
mento Confirmatiooit manitas, Confirmetnr. 

JOSKPH Bastolus, S. R. 
Et Universalis Inqoisitionis Notarios. 
Locus X SieiiAi. 
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RolubtB ParHamenti, &c. anno Uegni Marie Begine Primo. 

Iv PABLiAMZirro pr. Prorc^tionum tento apud Westm. xxiiij die 
OOoMb, Anno liegni Ezcellentissimi ac Serenissimi Dne. nre. 
Marie Dei gratia Anglie Franchie et Hibernie Regine, Fidei 
Defensoris ae in Terris Ecele. Anglicane et Hibemice Sopremi 
Capitis * primo et ibidem continuato usq.; in Tj diem Decembrit, 
anno dco. quo die dissolutnm erat in seeunda viz. Sessione ejus- 
dem Pariiamenti. Comuoi oim. Pi-ocemra ae Populi conaenau 
ac Regie Majestatis tnm presentis assenso sancita inactata or- 
dinata ac stabilita fuemnt, xxzj. Statata subsequentia, viz. 

5, ^n Acte fir the Repeele of cerUxme Statuieo made in the time of 

the Raipie of Kinge Ldwarde lAe SyxUie. 
ExhibUa eat Regie Matt, in ParliamenU firedicto BiOa quedam for^ 

mam Jictue in ae continena. 

5. FoBASMucHV as \j djTers and severall Actes hereafter mentioned, 
as well the Divine Service and goodde Administraeon tX the Saera- 
mentes as dyvers other matters of Religion whiehe we and onr Fore- 
fathers foonde in this Chorehe of Bnglande, to as lefte by thanctboritie 
of the Catholyke Chorehe, partly^ bee altered and in some parte taken 
from us, and in place thereof newe things imagined and set forthe bj 
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the sajd Actes, luehe as a fewe of singularitie hare of them setfes de- 
▼ised, wherof hathe ensewed araongest us in Terie shorte time numbers 
of dyTers and straung opinions and diversitees ot Sects, and thereby 
growen greate unquietnes and mtiche diseorde, to the great disturbanoe 
of the Comon Weallhe of this Realme, and in very stiorte time lyke 
to growe to extreame periil and utter confuaon of the same, onles 
some remedye bee in that behalf provided ; which thing* aH true, lov- 
ing and obedient subjeotes ought and are bouiiden to foresee and pro- 
vide to thuttermost of their power. 

In consideracon whbrop, Be it enacted, and establishedd by the 
Queene's Highnes, the Lordes Spiritual4 and Temporal!, and the Com- 
mons m this same present Parliament assembled, and by thaucth<nntee 
of the same, That an Acte made in the Parliament begoane at fVeat' 
minister the fourthe daye of November in the first yere of the Ualgne 
of the late King Edwarde the Syxthe, and from thens continued till 
the zxiiij daye of December then next ensuing; that is to saye, in the 
first Sesnon of the same Parliament, intituled, An Aote againste suche 
parsons as shoulde unrevei'entlye speake againste the Sacrament of the 
Bodye ami Bloude of Christ, eomraonlye called The Sacrament of the 
Alter, and for the i^eceyving thereof in bothe kindes ; And also one other 
Acte in the same Session, whidi is intituled An Aote for theleocon of 
Bishoppes, and what Seales and Stiles they and other Spirituall par- 
sons exercising jurisdiccon ecclesiastical 1 shoulde use. And also one 
other Acte made in one other Sesaon of the sai<l Parliament, holden 
upon prorogation at Westminister, the fourthe daye of JVbvember, in 
the soeonde yere of the Raigne of the sayd late King Edioarde the 
Syxthe, and ther continued and kepte to the xiiij daye of M^iTchet in 
the thirde yere of the sayd late Kinge's llaigne, intituled, An Act for 
the Uniforroitie of Service and administracon of the Sacraments 
throughout the Realme. And also one other Acte, made in the 
Session last before nanned, which is intiiule<l, An Acte to take awaye 
all positive l^awesmade against the Marriage of Priestes. And also 
one other Acte, made in one other Session of the 8ay<l Parliament, 
holden upon prorogation at Westminister, the fourthe daye of JVovem^ 
ber, in the third yere of the Raigne of the sayd late King Edwarde the 
Syxthe, and ther continued and kepte to the first daye of Februarie, in 
the fourthe yere of his Raigne, iniituled. An Acte for thabolishing and 
putting awaye ef dyvers Bookes and Images. And also one other Acte,. 
made m the same Session last before mentioned, intituled, An Acte 
made for thordei'ing of the ecclesiastical 1 Ministers. And also one 
other Acte, made in one other Session of the sayd Parliament, holden 
upon prorogacon at IVestminUtery the xxiij daye of Jcutua'ie, in the 
fifthe^ere ^ the Raigne of sayd late King Edwivde the Syxthe, and 
ther continued and kepte till the xvth daye of AprilU in the Syxthe 
vere of the Uaigne of the sayd late King, intituled, Aiv Aote for the 
Uniformitie of Common Pray our and tluKlministraoon of the Sacra- 
mentes. And one other Acte, made in the same last Session, intituled, 
An Acte for the keeping of Holye Dayes and Fastings I)ayes. And one 
other Acte,. made in the Session last recited, intituled, An Acte made 
for the declaration of a Statute made for the Marriage of Priestes and 
for the legittimacon of their^ children^ And everj'e clause, sentence, 
braunche, article and articles mentioned, expressed or contained in the 
sayd Estattttes, and in everye of them, shall bee fromhensforthe utterly 
repelled, voide, adnichilate and of none effecte, to all purposes, coo^ 
27* 
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ilra0OQMtti4 mteBli%aD7 thing or Ihiogi Mnteiafltf «r tpMifiedd ia 
Um njd Ealataie^ or an j of tSeoi, to tnc eoBtnurie in uaj wiie not- 
withihiiidim. 

Ant BB IT iVBTBBBS enMtcd bj thanetlioritie afineaMdy That 
•II mehe Dyvine Scniee and Admuiistnitioo of Saaramenta aa were 
aoit eoBinonlj wed in the Realme of Unglande in the hnt jere of the 
Baigne of oor Ute Sovereine Lorde Kiog Bgtmie thcig^t, ifaall hee, 
from and after the jxth daye of Jkeember^ in this preaente yere of our 
Lorde God One thowande five handrethe .fiftie and three^ naed md 
freqoenied throoahe the hole Realme of Englande and all other the 
Mueen'i Ma^ttie^ Dominions, and that no cither kinde nor order of 
Djrvine Semee nor Adminiitratyon Of Saaramentea bee, after the lajd 
zzth daje of December^ uaed or rainiitredd in anj other manner, 
foorme or degree within the mjd Realme of Englande or other 
Queene*! Dominions, then was most eommonlj nsed^ministredd and 
frequented in tlie sayd last yere of the Raigoe of the sajd late King 
Bgnrie tKe Eight. And be it further enacted, by the anttioritie afore- 
said, That no person shall bee empeached or molested in bodye or 
gooddes for osin^ heretofore or nntill the sayd zzth daye of Deiimber 
the Dyvine Semee mentioned in the sayd Aetes or any of them, nor 
for the osbg of the Olde Dyvine Serriee and Administration of Saera- 
mentes in suche manner and foorme as was used in the Churehe of 
Eoglanile before the making of any of the sayd Aetes. 

Cui aumiM Bille perlecte et ad plenum intcUccte per dieam 
Donam. Reginam,. ex auatberitate Parliament! predial Sie Reapon- 
siim es^ 

La Buoirs u tevlt. 

Tkia it a tnt§ Copy, from the 
original Record remaining 
in the Chapd of the RoU$, 
hcning been examined. 

JoHV Kipuve. 
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130. 
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Crsnmer, Archbbliop. His notions about Episcopacy, 85, 145— His 
more correct opinions, 1 596-7, 145->6~7-— Hit opiniont of the sacra- 
ments, 145-6-7 — Careless manner in which hh Rej^er was kept, 
156 — Consecrations of Inshops omitted in it, 157, 158 — ^Proofs of those 
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Fox, Bishop. His oonsecration, 157* 
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Fuller's testimony, 58, 128-~Hi8 acconDt of the salt between Home 
and Boner, 100 — His mistake about Sanders, 122. 

Gardiner, Bishop. His oonseeration, 157. 

Goldwell, Bishop, 159. 
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gument from the commission of Oct. 20, 46— His reasons for doubting 
the genuineness of the act of Parker's consecration considered, 51 to 53 
— His observations on the Nag's-head &ble refuted, 73 to 79 — His ob- 
jections to the arguments against the Nag's-head fable, 87 et teq. — 
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prove that Boner was consecrated Bishop of Hereford, 165-6— His 
28 
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inuouatioD agumt the aeu of the coovoealioQ of 1536, 17 1— His neer 
Aboitt the via media, 181-2— His cavil about Barlow's summons to 
pariiament, 181-2— His eavil ahont Barlow's subscriptions in cooto- 
cation, 182— His suppression about Barlow's book, 183-4— His mis- 
Uke of Cranmer's private opinion Am* anaei of convocatkMi, 185— His 
eavils about Ridley's eonsecratioo, 185— about Barlow's being re- 
garded as a bishop, 186— About the commission of Sept. 9, 188— 
About Queen Elizabeth's eorooatkm, 188— About the eoromission of 
the 6th December, 191— About Barlow's not disputmg, 191— His ob- 
jeotions to King Edward's ordinal, 211, 212-^is attack on certain 
translations of the Bible, 224— Refuted, 226 ef wo. 

Kitchen, Bishop, named in the two significaTits for Parker, 39, 41. 

Kin^, Bishop. His consecration, 160. 

Latuner, Bishop. His opinions on episoopaoj and the sacraments, 145- 
6-7— Pi-Qofs of bis consecration, 159, 160, 194-5— No Reguter of 
his consecration, 185. 

Ungard, Dr. His candid letter on Anglican Ordinations, 15, 44, 48. 

London, Bishop oC His Episcopal joriadictkm in America, 263— Its 
dissolutbn, 264. 

Mason denied that Sanders spoke of the Nag's-head, 128— Account of 
hit work from Wood, 132— From exammation, 136r-His Appendix 
re-printed, 136 el teg. 

Matter of ordination . What it is, 203. 

Mission. What it is, 239 et eeq, — What acts are valid if done without 
it, 239, 240, mie— Want of, does not invalidate aeU of order, 241 et 
M^.-^How it is given, 243 et §eq. — Anglican bishops claim it, 245-^ 
Romish Vicars Apostolic in England do not, 245 — Case of Archbisbop 
Parker, 246 et se^.— In the provkice of Canterbuiy, 254 — Of York, 
256— If lost in England recovered, 258 — In America, 201 eteeq. — 
Of Romanists hi America, 266. 

Morton, Bishop. His famocis speech about the Nag's-bead, 85 ta 87. 

Nag'fi-head fable, 73 — Bishop Kenriek's observations upon it, 73 to 79 — 
Heylin's testimony, 75 to 78— Sanders does not speak of it, 78 — 
Champney's account of it, 80— Constable's, 81, 130— Holli wood's, 82, 
137 — Another and different one by the same author, 84— Fitzsim- 
ons, 83— Discrepancies pointed out, 83 el 9eq. — Pitseos,84 — ^Godwin, 
84 — Bancroft's conversation with Alabaster, 85— Strange story about 
Bishop Morton, 85 to 87 — Faircloth's story, 93— Sandeie ignorant of 
the story, 78, 121-2-3-4-5— Kellison's story, 129 fiole— Kelliaon 
learned the story after Hotliwood published, 129 note— Parsons does 
not speak of if, 131 — Courayer's account, 133 — Fitzherbert's story 
called Parsons', 137. 

Ordinal of Edward VI. Preface, 32 — Establbhment, repeal, and re- 
establishment of, 106— Ito validity discussed, 803— The controversy 
respecting it stated, 211— Bishop Kenriek's objections. 211, 212^ 
The Church of Rome has not decided that it is invalid, 312 et eeq ^ 
Dodd's objections, 215— Objections considered, 216— Alwolution, 216 
^Order not specified, 216— Alleged admission in 1662, 217— Words 
pronounced by the oidainer with his hands on the candklate's head, 
217— Compared with Romish form, 219, 221— Prayer for the grace 
of the priesthood, 220— Prayer for the grace of the Episcopate, 222- 
3— Objection of vagueness, 222— Doctrine of sacrifice, 223 et weq,— 
Opinions of Pope Panl and other Romaniste in Queen Mary's time, 
233. 

Osorioos, 127. 

OTeag, Aiohbishop, 36. 
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Parfew or Wharton, B'nhop, his eeclesUatioal pedigree, 193. 

Parker, Archbishop. Importance of his consecration, 15-^ Peculiar 
mode of his conaeoration, 17 no/ltf-^ Presided at the adoption of the 
39 Articles, 32 — No real difficulty in procuring his consecration, 33 — 
His consecration, 37, Sl^His consecration proved, 37 to 72--~The 
first significavit, 39---The second significavit, 41 — Commission to him 
of Oct. 20, 42— His living at Lambeth explained, 42, 48— Clause 
Supplentes, 49 — His confirmation, 50 — The act of his consecration 
considered, 51 to 55 — Six writs addressed to him as Archbishop. 56 — 
His temporalities restored, 57 — Other records, 57 — Hollinsheaa's tes- 
timony, 58— Camden, 58 — Fuller, 60 — His book of << Antiquitates 
Brittannifls," 58, 68— His election, 52 — His register examined by 
Uoraish priests, 54 — Again for Courayer, 55*— Copy of it in Corpus 
Christi College, 65— Wadsworth's testimony respecting it, 54 — Sut- 
clifie's, 55 — His memorandum book, 61 — His conge d'elii'e, 62-^ 
Full account of bis Register, 62 note— The Puritan *« Lyfe*' of him, 
72— His ecclesiastical pedigree, 192, 19^^Hi8 mission maintained, 
^46et9eg. 

Parsons does not speak of the NagVhead fable, 131— Fitzherbert's 
Preface to his book, 131. 

Pates, Bishop, 169. 

Paul IV. Pope. His opinion of Anglican Ordination, 233 et teq* 

Per ipHun reginom. Per breve de privcAo aigillo. These phrases ex* 
plained, 18, 22- Sir F. Palgrave on the subject, 18— Sw W. Black- 
stone, 20. 

Pole, Cardinal. His opinion of Anglican orders, 237 et teq. 

Pope. His claim to iurisdiction in England, 247 — The nature of the 
obedience paid to him in this country before the Revolution, 963. 

Presbyterians. Controversy with them about Episcopacy, 90 et teq, 

Puritans. Same, 90 et acq, 

Rainolds. His absurd figure, 127. 

Records, what the proper evidence of, 21 — Difficultv of forging 21. 

Reformers. Bishop Kenrick's attack upon them, 24. 

Register, Parker's, examined by Romish priests, 54 — for Coura^er^ 55 
—Copy of it in Corpus Christi College, 55— Full account of it 62— 
Extraneous e\ idence to support it, 65, 67* 

Reppis or Rugg, Bishop. His ecclesiasticnl pedigree, 194. 

Ridley, Bishop. His consecration, 185, 196— Preaches the funeral ser- 
mon of Francis I. 186 — His ecclesiastical pedigree, 194. 

Rugg, Bishop. See Reppis and, 194. 

Sampson, Bishop, 157-8. 

Sanders does not speak of the Nag's-head fiible, 78 — His statemenU 
about Anglican oi'ders, 121-2-3-4--5. 

Sandys, Bishop. Writ for his consecration, 56— Said to have been con- 
secrated at the NagVhead, 82— Calls Whittingham to account for 
want of orders, 90, 91 — His consecration, 95, 138. 

Seory, Bishop, named in the first significavit for Parker, 39— In the 
second, 41— His alleged connexion with the Nag's-head &ble, 80, 82 
—His ecclesiastical pedigree, 194— His consecration, 196. 

Scottish bishops, consecration of, 25 to 28. 

Significavit. What it is, 19 note—Mvai be under the great seal, 19— 
Stapleton. His controversy with Home, 104 et teg.— His objections 
to the Anglican ordinations, 104, 105— Explanation, 105, 106— The- 
passages quoted from him not his, or written late in life, 106, 107, 
no^^-His objection to Home's orders, 106, 107— Uis admission that 
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the Anriictn biriiopt were ordained leeording to the ordinal of Ed- 
ward VI. 105. 

Starkie. His treatise on evideiiee quoted, 173, 177* 

Sutotet. 8 Eliz. oh. 1, 48, 49, 107, 113 ; 85 Hen. VHI. eh. SO, 19, 41, 
50, 53, 105 ; 1 Eliz. ch. 1, 47, 113, 1 14 ; 5 Eliz. ch. 1, 47 ; 3 Edw. 
VI. ch. 7> 106s 5 and 6 ^w. VI. ch. 1, 108, 109; 1 Eliz. ch. ^, 
109, 110. 

Stokesly, Bishop, 193. 

Stow mentions Grindal's eoosecration, 45, 82. 

Svpplentetf clause of, 49. 

Sutcliffe's testimony to PaHLer's consecration, 58. 

Tmvers, a Puritan, called in question for want of orders, 90. 

Wadsworth. His testimony, 54. 

Warham. Carelessness of his Register, 156, 158-9. 

Weston, 127. 

Wharton or Parfew, Bishop. His ecclesiastical pedigree, 193. 

Whiuker,117toll9. 

Whittingfaam, a Puritan, called in question for want of orders, 90. 
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